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IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 





WEDNESDAY, APRIL 27, 1955 


UNITED STATES SENATE, COMMITTEE ON Pustic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PusB.Lic BUILDINGS AND GROUNDs, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:30 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Stuart Symington (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Symington, McNamara, Neuberger, Case, and 
Hruska. 

Also present: Senator Gore. 

Senator Syminctron. The meeting will come to order, please. This 
hearing has to do with S. 1290. Senator Chavez, the chairman of 
the Public Works Committee, introduced this bill in the Senate on 
March 14, 1955. The bill was referred to the Committee on Public 
Works and sent to the Public Buildings and Grounds Subcommittee. 

It is the purpose of this bill to make provisions for the construction 
of certain Government buildings in the District of Columbia. The 
provisions of this bill are premised on action by the District of Colum- 
bia Redevelopment Land Agency to acquire the real property located 
between Independence Avenue and G Street, and between 12th 
Street and 6th Street SW. 

The main features of the bill are: GSA will purchase such portion 
of that property as will be required for the accommodation of some of 
the executive agencies of the Government. 

GSA will pay cost or current market value, whichever is greater. 

Upon completion of each such new office building, a temporary 
building of approximately equal occupancy will be demolished. 

GSA will negotiate and enter into lease-purchase contracts for such 
new buildings. 

Payments for such contracts for acquisition of land are subject to 
approval by the Public Works Committees of the Senate and the 
House. 

GSA is authorized to act on a reimbursable basis for the account and 
benefit of the Smithsonian Institution on construction and acquisition 
in which the Institution is involved. 

Contract terms shall not exceed 30 years and the title of the property 
shall be vested in the United States upon fulfillment of the terms of 
the contract. 

No such contract shall provide for payment by the United States 
of moneys applicable to limitation of unpaid balance of principal with 
interest thereon in an annual amount in excess of ten percent of the 
fair market value of improvements to the land on date of completion 
of such construction. 
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America when the District of Columbia Redevelop- 
me Ls rred to as the Agency”) has acquired the 
real property situated between Independence Avenue and G Street, and between 
Twelfth Street Southwest t District of Columbia, the 
Genera ithorized to acquire on behalf of the United 
States at cost ort curr t arke Value \ - 

ris may be required said Administration 
as sites on of | rs thereon to provide space and 
facilitic ie executive agencies of the Government: Pro- 
vided, That upon completion of each such office building there shall be demolished 
a temporary building or buildings in the District of Columbia of approximately 


equivalent occupancy 
Sec. 2. The General Services Administration is hereby authorized to negotiate, 
7 > 


in pursuance of the provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, and enter into purchase contracts for the use, occupancy, 
and acquisition of the aforesaid public buildings to be constructed on such land: 
Provided, That the payments under such contracts and for acquisitions of land 
are approved by the Committee on Public Works of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives: Provided further, That General Services Administration is 
authorized to transfer to the Agency such parcels of land under the jurisdiction 
of the General Services Administration situate in the area and described in section 
1 hereof, on behalf of the United States and to accept in consideration therefor, 
lands or interests therein situate elsewhere in said area. 





Sec. 3. The authorities herein vested in the General Services Administration 
may be exercised by that Administration for the account and benefit of the 
Smithsonian Institution subject to reimbursement of General Services Adminis- 
tration by Smithsonian Institution for all costs incurred by said Administration 
for the account of the Smithsonian Institution. 

Sec. 4. The terms ot contracts entered into under this Act shall not be more 
than thirty years and shall provide that title to the property constructed there- 
under shall vest in the United States at or before the expiration of the contract 
term and upon fulfillment of the terms and conditions stipulated in the purchase 
contract. Such terms and conditions shall include provisions for the construction 
of a building or buildings meeting the requirements specified in this Act, and 
shall include provision for the application to the purchase price agreed upon 
therein of installment payments applicable to liquidation of principal made 
thereunder. 

Sec. 5. (a) Each purchase contract entered into under this Act shall include 
such provisions as the General Services Administration, in its discretion, shall 
deem to be in the best interests of the United States and appropriate to secure 
the performance of the obligations upon the party or parties that shall enter into 
such contract with the United States. 
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b) No sueh contract shall provide for the payment by the United States 
pursuant to the terms thereof of moneys applicable to liquidation of unpaid 
balance of principal with interest thereon in an aggregate annual amount in 
excess of 10 per centum of the fair market value of improvements to the land on 
the date of completion of such construction. 

Sec. 6. The General Services Administration is authorized to prepare or cause 
to be prepared drawings and specifications in such detail as shall be required to 
clearly and fully depict the design, scope, physical characteristics, and salient 
features of each such building and to utilize such drawings and specifications to 
insure competition upon strictly comparable bases among prospective subcon- 
tractors of the vendor of the project or projects and to insure development of 
such projects along lines designed to meet the specific needs of the Government 

Sec. 7. Buildings constructed under this Act shall be a part of and conform to 
a plan for the redevelopment of the southwestern portion of the District of 
Columbia undertaken under the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 
1945 and shall meet such plans and specifications relating to the area redevelop- 
ment as may be agreed upon by the Administrator of General Services and the 
Agency, except that such buildings as may be constructed for the use and aceount 
of the Smithsonian Institution shall require, in addition, the approval of the 
Regents of the Smithsonian Institution. 

Sec. 8. The public buildings constructed hereunder shall be tax free, however, 
until such times as titles to the respective buildings shall vest in the United States, 
payments in lieu of taxes shall be made by the General Services Administration 
to the District of Columbia, in amounts equal to the taxes paid as of June 1, 1955, 
on the land on which the aforesaid publie buildings shall be erected, including 
improvement existing thereon as of said date. 

Sec, 9. The General Services Administration, with respect to land acquired in 
pursuance of and for the purposes of this Act, is authorized to make available to 
the respective party or parties with which purchase contracts shall be consum- 
mated, by suitable permit, license or other adequate instrument, the use and oc- 
cupancy of the Government-owned land upon which the respective buildings 
projects shall be constructed: Provided, That the terms of such permits, licenses 
or other adequate instruments are hereby authorized to be of such form and sub- 
stance as will provide appropriate safeguards for the interests of the respective 
party or parties to whom they shall be issued in the securing of financing and in 
the protection of their respective title interests in the improvements but no such 
permit, license, or other instrument shall serve to divest the United States of its 
title to said parcels of land. 

Sec. 10. Sections 3733 and 3734 of the Revised Statutes of the United States 
(40 U.S. C., sec, 259; 41 U.S. C., see. 12) shall not apply to purchase contracts 
entered into under this Act. 

Sec. 11. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums as may be 
necessary to make the installment and other payments and costs authorized to 
be made in this Act. 


Senator Symineton. Now, first, we have a representative here from 
the General Services Administration. Will you identify yourself, 
please? 

Mr. Macomsper. My name is J. H. Macomber, Jr., Associate 
General Counsel of General Services Administration. I would like to 
have Mr. Poorman and Mr. Moody accompany me. 


STATEMENT OF J. H. MACOMBER, JR., ASSOCIATE GENERAL 
COUNSEL FOR GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, ACCOM- 
PANIED BY J. E. MOODY, ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL, GSA, 
AND FRED S. POORMAN, ACTING COMMISSIONER, PUBLIC 
BUILDINGS SERVICE 


Senator SyMINGTON. Have you a prepared statement? 

Mr. Macomser. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. I have a letter here from Mr. Al E. Snyder, 
Assistant Administrator of the General Services Administration, 
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which you might read into the record, if you will describing this 
problem in detail. 

I think we probably would be better off if we got into the details of 
S. 1290 immediately instead of any general discussion of lease- 
purchase per se. 


Have you a copy of Mr. Snyder’s letter? Will you read it to the 
committee? 


Mr. Macomper. This letter is dated April 27, 1955, and is addressed 
to the Honorable Dennis Chavez, Chairman, Committee on Public 
Works, United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 

Senator Syminetron. Will you raise your voice a little so these 
interested people might hear? 

Mr. MacomBeEr (reading): 

Re 8. 1290. 


Dear SENATOR CuHAvez: Further reference is made to your letter of March 5 
requesting the views of this agency concerning 8. 1290, for the construction of 
certain Government buildings in the District of Columbia. 

The bill would establish a program for construction on a lease-purchase basis of 
certain facilities for the accommodation of executive agencies of the Government as 
part of the plan for the redevelopment of the southwest portion of the District of 
Columbia situated between Independence Avenue and G Street, and between 
12th Street and 6th Street, SW. 

The bill would authorize GSA to transfer to the District of Columbia Redevel- 
opment Land Agency land under GSA control needed for the redevelopment plan 
and would authorize that agency to transfer to GSA at cost or current fair market 
value, whichever is greater, land needed by it for the public buildings provided 
for in the plan. 

Payments under the lease-purchase contracts, as well as the payments for land 
acquired, would require approval of the Committees on Public Works. Upon 
completion of a building, an equivalent amount of temporary building space 
would be required to be demolished. 

Further, the bill would authorize GSA to prepare drawings and specifications 
for the public buildings to be used by the general contractor in securing bids from 
prospective subcontractors, to assure meeting the Government’s requirements. 
Until title to a building so constructed vests in the Government, the GSA would 
be required to pay to the District of Columbia in lieu of taxes an amount equal to 
the tax previously paid on the property. The GSA would be expressly authorized 
to construct a building for the Smithsonian Institution on a reimbursable basis. 

While we are in agreement with its basic purposes, we believe that the principal 
objectives of the bill may be accomplished pursuant to the provisions of the Public 
Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1954 (title I, Public Law 519, approved 
July 22, 1954). 

If the purposes of S. 1290 were to be accomplished under the existing provisions 
of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1954 rather than under the pro- 
visions of 8. 1290, the principal differences would be: (1) there would be no re- 
quirement that buildings necessarily conform to the overall redevelopment plan; 
(2) the amortization term could not exceed 25 years; (3) the Government would not 
be authorized to defray a pro rata share of redevelopment planning expense; (4) 
there would be no express authorization for demolition of temporary structures; 
(5) taxes would be payable upon the basis of current assessments of the current 
value of land and buildings instead of payments in lieu of taxes in the amounts of 
taxes payable on July 1, 1955; (6) the purchase contract agreements would have to 
be entered into pursuant to section 302 (c) of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949. Otherwise, the purposes of the bill could be ac- 
complished under existing law. 

However, we believe it would be beneficial if the Congress expressly manifested 
its intent that the provision of accommodations for executive agencies by GSA 
as a part of the program for the redevelopment of the Southwest portion of the 
District of Columbia as contemplated by the proposed bill be accomplished on 
a lease-purchase basis. 

Accordingly, we have prepared and enclose herewith a simple amendment to 
the Publie Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1954 which we propose as a substi- 
tute for S. 1290. To the extent that the situation in the District of Columbia 
warrants special treatment, provision has been made therefor in our substitute 
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proposal. In addition to express congressional recognition of adaptation of 
lease-purchase techniques to the Southwest area, these special provisions include 
express authorization for demolition of te mporary buildings, amortization up to 
30 years, and proration of overall redevelopment p!anning expense to land acquired 
by the Government from the RLA as sites for accommodations for executive 
agencies within the area, and conformity to the overall redevelopment plan. 

In view of the foregoing, we have not commented upon the detailed provisions 
of S. 1290, many of which would require technical revision if it should be decided 
to proceed with separate legislation rather than by amendment to the above-cited 
i * letter dated August 17, 1954, addressed to the House Committee on Public 
Works, 83d Congress, 2d session, the Director of Defense Mobilization advised 
that there would be no objection to the general idea of redeveloping Southwest 
Washington so long as the redevelopment was carried on in such a manner as to 
achieve a net reduction in population density in the area and that new facilities 
for housing Federal activities in the area should be limited to those not performing 
functions that would be essential in time of war. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the submis- 
sion of this report to your committee. 

Cordially yours, 
Au E. Snyper, 
Assistant Administrator. 

Senator Symrineton. Do you represent him? 

Mr. Macompser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. When did you know these hearings were going 
to be held? 

Mr. Macomper. I think the day before yesterday, sir. 

Senator Symineron. When were you notified by this committee the 
hearing would be held? 

Mr. Moopy. I believe it was Friday. 

Mr. Macompenr. I believe Mr. Moody had the call. 

Senator Symineton. This is your first expressed position on S. 1290. 
Don’t you think it might have been courteous for General Services 
Administration to have drawn enough copies of this memorandum so 
that at least all the members of the committee could follow it? 

Mr. Macomser. Yes, sure, I’m sure it would have been. 

Senator Symineron. Do you not think it would have been well to 
have had mimeographed copies so that the press would know what 
you were talking about? 

Mr. Macomser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. In the absence of Mr. Snyder, do you want to 

peak for the proposed changes in the bill which was introduced by 
the chairman of the Public Works Committee, Senator Chavez. We 
only received them this morning. 

Mr. Macomser. I might, with your permission, sir, read the 
substitute that we are suggesting that is attached to the report. 

Senator Symrneron. I “thought that would be a good idea but I 
wanted to get the record straight. We have not had a chance to go 
over these substitutes. In fact, we do not have enough copies of your 
resolution to show the other Senators on the committee. That is 
unfortunate. People who come to the hearing might like to be able 
to follow a little more closely. 

Mr. Macomper. Might I say, sir, we only received our clearance 
from the Bureau of the Budget on our proposed report. I realize that 
is not a complete excuse. 

Senator Symrneron. That is a very excellent comment, Mr. Macom- 
ber, and I appreciate it. 
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Senator Gore, can you and Senator Hruska look at this copy and 
Senator McNamara the other. 

Would you read your proposed change to S. 1290 at this time. 

Mr. Macomber. This would be a bill amending the Public Build- 
ings Act of 1949 to promote the redevelopment of the southwestern 
portion of the District of Columbia. 

I might explain, sir, to clarify the situation, that the Public Building 
Purchase Contract Act of 1954 was, itself, an amendment of the 
Public Buildings Act of 1949, and this would further amend the Public 
Buildings Act ‘of 1949 by adding a new section to that act to follow 
immediate ‘ly after the section of that act, which is the Purchase 
Contract Act. 

The bill proceeds further: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the Public Buildings Act of 1949, as amended, 
is further amended by redesignating section 412 as section 413 and by inserting 
a new section 412 reading as follows: 

‘“(a) In exercising the authority contained in section 411” 


pan AANy that is the Purchase Contract Act 


within the southwestern portion of the District of Columbia, the Administrator 
of General Services shall conform to the plan for redevelopment of that ares 
prepared by the District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency pursuant to 
the District of Columbia Rede -velopment Act of 1945. Purchase contract agree- 
ments for this area shall be for terms of not less than 10 years nor more than 
30 vears.”’ 

Senator Syminecton. Right there, I would like to ask, what is the 
difference between what you suggest in that paragraph and from 
S. 1290? 

Mr. Macomser. I think the provisions of that paragraph are 
consistent with the provisions of S. 1290, sir. 

Senator Syminetron. Will you proceed? 

Mr. MacomsBer (reading) 

‘““(b) The Administrator of General Services is authorized to transfer lands of 
the United States under his control needed by the District of Columbia Redevel- 
opment Land Agency to said Agency within the area between Independence 
Avenue and G Street and between Twelfth Street and Sixth Street Southwest and, 
in consideration therefor, to accept from said Agency other lands and interests 
within the same area. Such lands and interests transferred by the Agency shall 


be paid for at cost, including a proportionate share of the area redevelopment 
planning expenses attributable to the lands and interests transferred.”’ 


Senator Symineton. In that paragraph are you delineating the 
difference between your proposed bill and that of S. 1290? 

Mr. Macomser. All of these proposals are, we feel, consistent with 
S. 1290. This is an attempt to provide in the Buildings Act of 1949 
the provisions relating to lease-purchase with respect to which 3. 

1290 differs. 

Senator Symineton. In your second paragraph on page 2 of your 
letter, the letter from Mr. Snyder, you say: 

If the purposes of S. 1290 were to be accomplished under the existing provisions 


of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act rather than under the provisions 
of S. 1290— 


because he felt that there were differences with respect to what you 
wanted to do and what S. 1290 suggests be done. 

Am I correct in that? 

Mr. Macomser. May I explain it this way: This bill is an attempt 
to make possible the application of the Purchase Contract Act to the 
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Southwest development, including provisions which are not in the 
Purchase Contract Act, but which are in S. 1290. 

Senator SymMInGcToN. In other words, vou are willing, and in fact 
the agency, General Services Administration, is willing and suggests 
that we go along with S. 1290, provided this part of the act is amended 
in accordance with vour suggestion; is that correct? 

Mr. Macomper. No; it is rather this way: that we are recommend- 
ing that instead of passing a new bill dealing specifically with this, 
that the Public Buildings Act of 1949 be amended so as to make 
certain features of 5S. 1290 applicable in the use of our lease-purchase 
authority under the Purchase Contract Act. 

Senator SyMincton. What are the specific objections that the 
General Services Administration has to 5. 1290? 

Mr. MacomBer. We do not have any objections to the general 
purposes of the bill. S. 1290 does not contain a number of small- 
restrictive provisions that are in the Purchase Contract Act. 

The provisions of the Purchase Contract Act require the submission 
of the complete prospectuses; the provisions for clearance with the 
Bureau of the Budget, and so on. SS. 1290 does not include these. 

Senator SyMincton. Will vou proceed to read your final paragraph 
and then I would like to ask a question, if 1 may, against the letter of 
Mr. Snyder. 

Mr. MacomBer (reading) : 

“(c) Whenever the Administrator of General Services initially occupies a 
building in the described southwestern area pursuant to a purchase contract 
agreement, he shall thereupon cause to be demolished temporary Government 
building space in the District of Ccolumbia of equivalent occupancy.” 

Senator SymMincton. Let us go back to page 2 of Mr. Snyder’s 
letter. You say: 
if the purposes of S. 1290 were to be accomplished under the existing provisions 


of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1954, rather than under the 
provisions of 8. 1290, the principal differences would be 


and you list them— 


(1) there would be no requirement that buildings necessarily conform to the over- 
all redevelopment plan. 

My question to you, is: Do you think that it would be a good idea 
to have them conform or do you not think so? 

Mr. Macomser. We think it would be a good idea to have them, 
and this bill which I have just read so provides. 

Senator SymMincTton. Your second point: 


the amortization term could not exceed 25 years. 


Do you believe it was a good idea to have the amortization term not 
exceed 25 years? 

Mr. Macomser. No, sir; we have no objection to an amortization 
term of 30 years, and the bill would so provide. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you. 


The Government would not be authorized to defray a pro rata share of re- 
development planning expense. 


What is the purpose of that? 

Mr. Macomser. Under the present Purchase Contract Act, that 
is not provided for. This bill, which I have just read, which would 
make the present Purchase Contract Act applicable to this Southwest 





8 CONSTRUCTION OF GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS IN D. C. 





redevelopment, would contain a provision providing for paying of 
the pro rata expense. 
Senator Symineton. Then you say: 


there would be no express authorization for demolition of temporary structures, 


What is the purpose of that comment? 

Mr. Macomber. There is nothing in the Purchase Contract Act, as 
it is now on the books, with respect to the demolition of temporary 
structures. 

This substitute bill, which we suggest, contains such a provision to 
bring it in line with a similar provision in S. 1290. 

Senator Symineton. Then: 
taxes would be payable upon the basis of current assessments of the current value 
of land and buildings instead of payments in lieu of taxes in the amount of taxes 
payable on July 1, 1955. 

What is your thought on that? 

Mr. Macomser. This proposed substitute of ours does not contain 
a similar provision. We would think it preferable that the same rule 
with respect to taxes apply to lease-purchase projects in Southwest 
Washington as applies to lease-purchase projects generally. 

Senator SymineTon. Finally: 
the purchase contract agreements would have to be entered into pursuant to sec- 
tion 302 (c) of the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. 
Otherwise, the purposes of the bill could be accomplished under existing law. 

What is the thought behind that? 

Mr. Macomser. The thought behind that, sir, is that under the 
present Purchase Contract Act, purchase contract agreements are to 
be effected through advertising, except as negotiation is permitted 
under the provisions of section 302 (c) of the Federal Property Act, 
which lists the sets of circumstances, in which negotiation is permitted. 

Senator Symincion. Have you any further comments you would 
like to make at this time? 

Mr. Macomser. No, sir; except to say that I am here as a pinch- 
hitter, because the Administrator, the Commissioner of Public Build- 
ings, and the General Counsei are out of town. We regret it. 

Senator Symineton. We wish them well from the committee. 

Senator Gore, do you have any questions? 

Senator Gore. No questions. 

Senator Syminecton. Senator Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. Yes; I have some questions. Mr. Macomber, 
with the exception of this reference to taxes and section 302 (c) to 
which you have referred, there is not any conflict between your 
substitute bill and Senate bill 1290, is there? 

Mr. Macomser. I would not say there was any conflict, Senator. 
The two are not the same. In other words, there are provisions in 
the purchase contract which would be made applicable under our 
substitute bill that are not contained in S. 1290. 

Senator Hruska. With reference to the procedures and the lease? 

Mr. Macomser. Yes. 

Senator Hruska. But I have tried to include those 2 exceptions in 
the 2 instances which I pointed out, but is it not true that the sub- 
stance of 1290 is incorporated into your substitute bill for the purpose 
of making 1290 a part of and within the scope of the lease-purchase act? 

That is the purpose of it rather than to have S. 1290 stand out as a 
separate and independent act on its own and free it from some of these 
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rocedures and some of these other things which are found in the 
Saon -purchase act? 

Mr. Macomser. That is correct, Senator. 

Senator Hruska. And the lease-pure ‘hase act having been con- 
sidered by Congress deliberately and with a great deal of study and 
being presently the national policy in this area, has many things in it 
by way of precaution and safeguards <vhich you and the ¢ General 
Services feel are to apply to this instance, is that the general idea? 

Mr. Macomser. Yes, sir; except that 1 might put it this way: 
That we feel if they are not going to be applied, it is a question of 
policy for the Congress and not one on which we should make recom- 
mendations. 

We are perfectly satisfied to have the authority to enter into lease- 
purchase contracts in Southwest Washington, subject to the same 
restrictions as our authority with respect to lease-purchase contracts 
generally. 

If, on the other hand, the Congress sees fit to free us from some of 
those restrictions with respect to the making of lease-purchase con- 
tracts for the Southwest redevelopment, we will certainly not object 
to that, sir. 

Senator Hruska. I think it is generally recognized that the situ- 
ation in the Capital City is different than in most other places because 
Federal buildings are built, but do you know of another probable 
instance where special circumstances would prevail which would 
require similar amendment of the lease-purchase act? 

Mr. Macompser. I do not know offhand, sir. I would like to refer 
that question to Mr. Poorman, the Deputy Commissioner of Public 
Buildings. 

Mr. Poorman. Our experience does not indicate such to date. 

Senator Hruska. After all, it is not every community in which the 
General Services builds a structure which has this redevelopment 
plan, for example, and which has other aspects of development of 
our Nation’s Capitol or temporary buildings which would be replaced. 

Mr. Poorman. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Hruska. With regard to taxes, the principal difficulty, as 
I understand, is S. 1290 would be a payment in lieu of taxes. 

Mr. Macomser. A payment in lieu of taxes and based upon the 
valuation of the land and buildings on the land as of July 1, 1955. 

I believe under the purchase-contract act, so long as the property 
remains in private ownership, it is liable to taxes in the normal course. 
In other words, on the basis of the appraisal of the newly constructed 
buildings. 

Senator Hruska. And taxes would be paid for the duration of the 
amortization period? 

Mr. Macomper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Hruska. That is in keeping with the general polic; y set 
down again in the lease-purchase act? 

Mr. Macomper. Y es, sir. 

Senator Hruska. And the rate of taxes and the terms of taxation 
would be the same for that period of time as it would on a privately 
constructed building, privately owned; is that not true? 

Mr. Macomper. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. W hich, i in fact, it would be? 

Mr. Macomser. Yes. 
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Senator Hruska. Until it was transferred after the payment of 
the entire acquisition price. 

Mr. Macomber. That is, the record title certainly would be in the 
private ownership. 

Senator Gore. Actually, unless there’ is some ultimate use of 
the option to make final purchase. 

Mr. Macomser. Of course, sir, it is not strictly an option. The 
Government undertakes to buy the building over the 10- to 25-year 
period, and the contract provides that title does pass when the 
amortization period is passed; so that I think the point I was making, 
which is a minor one, is that the Government probably has something 
in the way of an equitable interest. 

Senator Symmineton. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Hruska. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

When I said “record title,” that would ‘be the same as legal title; 
the legal title certainly remains in the private investor until such 
time as the payments are complete? 

Mr. Macomser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Gore. There is no fee simple conveyance until after the 
lease period has run. 

Senator Symincton. Do you have any further questions, Senator 
Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. I think not. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. Is it determined then that at the expiration 
of the payment for the property what happens by way of taxes, or is 
that left to a future act? 

Mr. Macomser. As far as present legislation is concerned, Senator, 
the property when it went into Federal ownership would go off the 
taxrolls. 

Of course, it is anticipated that long before any of these amortiza- 
tion periods run, there will be some additional legislation to what 
there is now with respect to the taxation in lieu of taxes on the property. 

Senator Hruska. Of course, in the District of Columbia here, to 
the extent that the Federal Government contributes to the District 
of Columbia budget, there is a semblance of payment in lieu of taxes, 
not applicable specifically to this property; but this property, included 
with other properties, makes the base for that payment in lieu of 
taxes? 

Mr. MacomsBer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincron. I would like to ask one question. 

Mr. Macomser. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Have you gone over this in detail—the pro- 
posal, with the District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency? 

Mr. Moopy. It has been discussed with them. I am not able to 
say that we have gone over it in detail. 

Senator Symineron. Have they approved this letter? 

Mr. Moony. No, sir; they have not seen the letter. 

Senator Symrneton. Is there anything in the letter that you know 
that they do not approve? 

Mr. Moopy. No, sir. 
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Senator Syminctron. To the best of your knowledge, this is in effect 
their plan as much as your plan? 

Mr. Moopy. I think that goes a little beyond what I would like 
tosay. I believe it has been discussed with them, and I do not believe 
they raised any objections. They might have a somewhat different 
point of view. 

Senator SyYMINGTON. At this point, is Mr. Searles here? 

Mr. SEARLEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Would you just answer the question? You 
are with the Redevelopment Land Agency, are you not? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir. 

Senator SymincTon. Does that letter meet with your approval, as 
vou understand it? 

Mr. Searues. As to whether there would be an amendment to 
Public Law 519, it is a matter of indifference to our agency. 

Senator Syminecton. But the point I am making is, the various 
points have been presented by the General Services Administration, 
would they meet with the position taken by the Redevelopment 
Agency? 

Mr. SEARLES. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. You are going to be a witness. before this 
committe later on, I hope. 

Mr. Srarues. Yes, sir; I am. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you. Is there anything further you 
would like to say, Mr. Macomber? 

Senator Hruska. The action of the Bureau of the Budget was 
favorable to the substitute bill, was it? 

Mr. Macomser. The action of the Bureau was that I was author- 
ized to state the Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no 
objection to the submission of this report to your committee. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Macomber. ‘The next wit- 
ness will be Mr. William Zeckendorf, of the firm of Webb & Knapp. 
Mr. Zeckendorf, please come up here. Would you like to have your 
counsel with you? 

Mr. ZecKeENDOoRF. I would like to have Mr. Reynolds, Senator 
Symington. 

Senator Syminctron. Will you identify yourself, Mr. Reynolds, for 
the record. 

Mr. Reynotps. W. E. Reynolds, consulting engineer in Washing- 
ton, D.C. 

Senator SyMINGTON. You were formerly in the Government; were 
you not? 

Mr. Reyno.ps. I was formerly Commissioner of Public Buildings 
for many, many years. 

Senator SymincTon. Is there anybody else vou would like to have 
at the table with you, Mr. Zeckendorf? 

Mr. ZeckenpDorF. Yes, Senator Symington. I would like to have 
Mr. Pei, our architect, and Mr. Morrison, our attorney. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Zeckendorf, you may proceed with your 
statement. 
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STATEMENT OF WILLIAM ZECKENDORF, OF THE FIRM OF WEBB 
& KNAPP, INC., ACCOMPANIED BY W. E. REYNOLDS, CONSULTING 
ENGINEER, WASHINGTON, D. C., AND IEOH M. PEI, DIRECTOR, 
ARCHITECTURE AND PLANNING, WEBB & KNAPP, INC., AND 
FRED W. MORRISON, COUNSEL FOR WEBB & KNAPP, INC. 


Mr. Zeckenporr. This being the Nation’s Capital, the opportunity 
for replanning and reconstruction is unique. There are “southwest” 
areas within the shadow of State capitols, city halls, and downtown 
districts in most of our cities, particularly the older and more populous 
ones, 

The project will be built with private capital with no tax subsidy 
or exemption requested. 

The redevelopment of the southwest area of the National Capital 
presents the Congress of the United States, the pertinent District of 
Columbia agencies, and the private developer with a tremendous 
challenge and opportunity. 

The renewal and reintegration of the southwest, comprising some 
400 acres in that area, is significant for the country at large. We are 
concerned here not only with the challenge of rebuilding a great zone 
within our National Capital in an historically significant and appro- 
priate manner, but to set an example which will be followed in similar 
areas in cities across the Nation. 

This being the Nation’s Capital, the opportunity for replanning and 
reconstruction is unique. But, the problem of sick and slum areas on 
the finest land is typical and forms a pattern. 

There are “‘southwest” areas within the shadow of State capitols, 
city halls, and downtown districts in most of our cities, particularly 
the older and more populous ones. 

If the various agencies of Federal and local governments and private 
capital working together can achieve a lasting result here, then com- 
parable agencies and private enterprise everywhere will be vastly 
encouraged to repeat their joint attack on slums. 

The above indicates why Webb & Knapp is so concerned that this 
project be brought to fruition. 

Briefly what we can achieve locally together is this: 

1. Replace a disgraceful slum with a planned development to in- 
clude monumental Federal office buildings, first and second com- 
mercial structures, and housing with sound solutions for traffic and 
parking problems: 

(a) Rid the Mall of many of the unsightly temporary office buildings, 

(6) Relocate agencies from these structures in new buildings flank- 
ing a south Mall connecting with Independence Avenue and running 
to the Washington Channel, 

(c) Enable the Government through the lease-purchase bill to solve 
this problem immediately on a sound business basis. All Webb & 
Knapp requests is that it be permitted to negotiate a contract with 
the General Services Administration. 

2. Employ the great scale of the plan to create facilities required 
by Government buildings and to provide: 

(a) Residential areas within walking distance of Federal offices; 

(6) Efficient and adequate parking, streets, and expressway con- 
nections; 
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(ec) Provisions for mass transit: bus, trolley; and 

(d) A plaza for cultural and entertainment facilities now lacking in 
Washington. 

3. The project will be built with private capital with no tax sub- 
sidy or exemption requested. The residential area will be financed 
either conventionally or through the existing machinery of the FHA. 

Senator Syminetron. Mr. Zeckendorf, when did you become in- 
terested in this problem? 

Mr. Zeckenporr. | would say approximately 2 years ago, Senator 
Symington. 

Senator Symineton. I have not discussed this with you before, but 
I have read something about some of the problems. Would you care 
to give us any historical chronology of the efforts that have been made 
by the people of Washington and by you and by any others to improve 
this slum area? 

Mr. Zeckenporr. I believe that the Southwest district has been a 
problem to those in charge of the administration of the affairs of the 
District of Columbia for a long time and has been recognized as a 
substandard area and one which is susceptible to a major redevelop- 
ment and its integration into the central core of the city. 

It has always been recognized as being unique in that it actually has 
the best physical surroundings, flanked by two bodies of water, by the 
beautiful development of Fort McNair, and yet it has had the aspect 
and general reputation of being on the wrong side of the tracks in the 
literal and figurative sense of the word. 

In an effort to develop a schematic solution with a minimum of 
economic expenditure and a maximum of economic soundness, the 
approach to that first contemplated the continued existence of this 
railway which is there. 

The cost of elimination of this or the depression of the same would be 
great: so rather than erase them, we endeavored to integrate our work 
with that. Hence, we chose this 10th Street overpass, which is the 
only point at which you can with ease overpass the tracks and inte- 
grate from the standpoint of appearance, from the standpoint of there 
being a physical integration within the center section of the city. 

This overpass, it is contemplated, would be a monumental thing, 
a great monument, 300 feet in width, to be flanked on either side as 
indicated in those renderings by monumental buildings, with a plaza 
at the far end looking toward the Washington Channel, and the 
other side of the water. 

The south end would be residences with a range of housing con- 
templated to take care of the budget and requirement of those who 
would live near it, both in the new buildings that will be erected on 
the Mall, and those people who live or work near the Capitol itself 
or the main Mall, where they would have an opportunity to walk 
to work into beautiful new surroundings at reotals that are consistent 
with cost and the ability to pay. 

Senator Symrineton. Let me interrupt you there just for a minute, 


if I may. You have had considerable experience in construction, 
have you not? 


Mr. ZeckenporF. We have, Senator. 


Senator Symineron. Would you care to tell the committee some 
of the major construction units that you have done? 


63120—55——2 
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Mr. Zeckenporr. I would be very happy to. I would like to 
include in that, if I may, Senator, some of our efforts toward urban 
redevelopment. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Yes. 

Mr. ZeckenvorrF. I think the most striking and dramatic single 
urban redevelopment project was the private purchase by private 
negotiation without the benefit of eminent domain of what was 
considered the pesthole of New York down in the midriff area from 
42d Street and the East River north of what was then called the 
slaughterhouse, owned by Swift and Wilson, and the attendant buildings 
that would be consistent with thet type of building. 

We acquired all of those, and planned a great urban redevelopment 
entirely on a private capital basis, but at the last moment, just before 
the United Nations decided it was going to go to Philadelphia, we 
thought we made quite a sacrifice and it proved to be even greater 
than we contemplated, and suggested the United Nations might have 
it for their home, and we did turn that property over to the United 
Nations at our approximate cost and that is their present home. 

Some people feel that that is the most illustrative situation of the 
possibility of recapturing the rotted out areas in the central zones in 
American cities, which is one of the most serious problems we have in 
the country. 

The United Nations was attracted to it and not because of the 
slaughter houses, not because of anything but the pro forma concept 
of what might be done in central areas by vision and by concept, and 
they acquired that property, and made a deal complete within 8 days 
from the time it was submitted to them after having searched for a 
home around New York for 18 months. 

We have done a great deal of work in the city of Denver, where 
we are completing a program that will exceed $50 million, entirely 
private capital. 

I might say to you that we have never done any business with the 
United States Government, with the exception of one post office that 
we built competitively in New York. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, could I ask a question? 

Senator Symineton. Certainly, Senator Gore. 

Senator Gore. Do you now use the power of eminent domain in 
vour operation in the city of Denver? 

Mr. ZeckeENDorRF. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. You did not in the acquisition of property in New 
York City? 

Mr. ZeckENDORF. No, sir. 

Senator Gore. How did you avoid the occasional individual who 
just did not want to sell at any price? 

Mr. ZeckenporF. Let us take an illustration where we did not 
avoid it, and the whole project fell of its weight because of it. 

Twelve or fifteen years ago, we had a project for redevelopment in 
Flushing, N. Y., and due to the fact that 25 to 30 feet here and there 
just could not be acquired because of instances of stubbornness and 
avarice, or what have you. 

Senator Gore. There might be litigation pending and no competent 
party for conveyance legally recognized. 

Mr. Zeckenporr. The deal fell through. The point vou are mak- 
ing is exactly what Iam making. We could not put it through. We 
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were able to acquire enough property privately, paying what we had 
to get it, but in Denver that could not be described as a slum area, 
and was not susceptible to title I urban redeve a 

I would not qualify so we had to go out and buy at whatever the 
prevailing price was from people who would be willing to sell 

Senator Symineton. Are there any further questions? 

Senator Gore. No. 

Mr. ZeckENporF. In your own city of St. Louis, we developed 
Hampton Village and Hampton Gardens. 

Senator SyMINGTON. I would like the record to show that I did not 
know that until this moment. 

Senator McNamara, have vou any questions that vou would like to 
ask Mr. Zeckendorf? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. You indicate there are many temporary 
buildings, and I assume they are Government buildings in that area, 
cenerally speaking, are they not? 

Mr. ZeckENDORF. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. How many residents do we have? 

Mr. ZeckenpvorrF. In the Southwest district? 

Senator McNamara. Yes. 

Mr. ZeckenporF. Mr. Reynolds has a great many statistics that 
he can give you exactly, Senator. 

Senator SyMineGton. Perhaps it would be a good idea if Mr. Rey- 
nolds’ statement is given at this time before we get into any general 
questioning. 

Mr. Zeckenporr. I think it might be fine. It might answer a lot 
of questions that are in your mind, Senator. 

Mr. Reynoups. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, 
you have before you a map of the central area of Washington. This 
map shows the location of the Southwest Washington redevelopment 
area and the location of most of the temporary buildings. 

Since the proposed legislation contemplates the construction of some 
Federal structures, I would like to introduce the following tabulation 
of Federal personnel, issued by General Services Administration De- 
cember 31, 1954: 

I will give you the type of buildings and the number of people in 
each. 

Ty pe of buildings 


Personnel 


80 permanent buildings z 126, 871 
35 World War II temporary buildings_- 22, 823 
4 World War I temporary buildings--_- 16, 506 
23 acquired for building programs - - - 3, 938 

Total _ - -- ee dane 170, 138 
57 leased buildings__- ag 7, 924 

Making a total of____----- : 178, 062 


Night personnel and ociiedial included in the above figures. 
Certain restricted employees are not tabulated. 

The above tabulation shows 39,329 persons, including custodial, 
in temporary buildings, some of whom are outside the area shown on 
the map. 

There are, however, well in excess of 20,000 persons in temporary 
buildings in the area between the Lincoln Memorial and the building 
along 17th Street. 
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Since these buildings are between the Washington Monument and 
the Lincoln Memorial and flank the reflecting pool, they long have 
been considered as the first which should be removed. 

To argue for the removal of the temporary buildings is repetitious. 
They long have been condemned. The late President Roosevelt one 
time asked me to remove the Navy and Munitions Buildings—they 
house 14,153 people—expressing the view that it was a great mistake 
of his as Assistant Secretary of the Navy during World War I to build 
them in the location he approved. 

He also asked that we build the temporary buildings in World War 
II in such manner that they would ‘fall down in 5 years’’—but they, 
for the most part, are remaining, and the question is ‘‘Why.”’ 

I can probably provide one answer to that question, since I was 
Commissioner of Public Buildings for many years prior to July 1954. 
This country came out of the war finding a great demand for materials 
and labor for the expansion of business, the construction of homes, the 
building of schools, hospitals, and so forth. 

The view was widely held that it was not the time for Government 
construction except that which was reasonably mandatory. I held 
that view. 

However, it appears we now have or are approaching a reasonable 
balance in the construction industry. It, therefore, is a proper and 
reasonable time for the Government to undertake specialized projects 
which are in the public interest. 

It is suggested that a start on the removal of the temporary build- 
ings is one of these. 

One of the fundamental concepts of the plan is the creation of a mall 
substantially on the center line of 10th Street and extending from 
Independence Avenue south to the Washington Channel. 

This concept is shown on the brochure you have. Since the mall 
covers the railroad tracks for a length of 300 feet, it substantially 
eliminates the railroad as a barrier for a unified development. 

It is proposed that there will be Federal office buildings on both east 
and west sides of this mall, these buildings to be constructed under 
authority contained in the legislation under discussion. 

The remainder of the property will largely be developed through 
private funds. It is contemplated that the total expenditures of funds 
from all sources will be approximately $290 million. ‘This amount is 
for the total Southwest redevelopment area of 548 acres, of which 
approximately 400 acres is in the Webb & Knapp plan. It does not 
include costs of future buildings such as those for the Smithsonian 
Institution, House Office Building, ete. 

Senator Syminetron. Let me interrupt you there to ask one ques- 
tion. How much of that will be Government money and how much 
will be private money? 

Mr. Reynotps. It is estimated public funds in the amount of $70 
million will be used in connection with the Southwest redevelopment 
program. This includes the cost across the property of the Inner 
Loop Expressway. These figures do not include an estimated $40 
million for the Federal office buildings proposed in the pending 
legislation. 

Senator Symineton. So how much of the total would be private 
funds? 

Mr. Reynoxps. I would estimate $180 million. Again, as for pub- 
lic funds, this figure does not include approximately $40 million for 
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the Federal office buildings proposed in the pending legislation, which 
would be financed on a lease-purchase arrangement. 

Senator Symineton. On Federal office buildings, the title would 
ultimately revert back to the Federal Government under the lease- 
purchase concept; is that correct? 

Mr. Reynotps. That is correct. 

The proposed improvement is necessary for the future of the 
District of Columbia, as I will now attempt to demonstrate. 

The District of Columbia is unique in that its boundaries are fixed. 
Around it and as a part of the metropolitan area, the population is 
rapidly increasing. It is interesting to note the population changes 
in the District of Columbia and surrounding areas in the last 50 years, 

These are as follows: 


Washington and Metro- 
| District of Columbia politan area less the 
| District of Columbia ! 


Year nctteiaicneoesiain = 
Population Maye “ Population enter 

ee pisciahishihs tn aieanaiaa.s dee hea id Be TRO Nee cction 99, S87 
ato ee a siniiie 331, 069 1Y 114, 3382 14 
SecGen ses. i ieisiandlsab Sects initia 437, 571 32 134, 311 17 
a a a 486, S69 1] 185, 3290 38 
Pe ec urictansukth ci esatareataesaine ; ; 663, 091 6 104, 894 | 65 
Ge titcadasscated ala ee i Ra ole 792, 234 2%) 660, 115 | 118 


1 Alexandria and four counties. 


The above table is sufficiently arresting to justify careful analysis. 
It is a pattern similar to that of most cities in America. Due to the 
automobile and other factors, they are expanding like popcorn dropped 
inte a skillet. 

And the cores of our cities are decaying and becoming social and 
economic drains upon the whole population. Only within the last 
few vears has there been a concentrated effort to reverse this cancerous 
situation. 

The Redevelopment Land Agency of Washington, after study of the 
social and economic problems in the total southwest redevelopment 
area (400 acres of the 548 acres is in the Webb & Knapp plan), finds 
as follows: 

This area produces 1.2 cents of every District of Columbia tax 
dollar, but it consumes 

9 cents of every dollar spent for welfare services; 
6 cents of every dollar for health services; 

12.5 cents of every dollar for mental patients; and 

6.4 cents of every dollar for incarceration of criminals. 

But let us consider the following conditions: 

1. The population of the city of Washington will probably never 
exceed 1 million people, probably not exceed 925,000. 

2. Costs of city government*continue to rise. 

3. The availability of vacant land for development is becoming 
less and less. 

4. Heavy industry within the District of Columbia is hardly pos- 
sible, nor desirable. 

5. The economic status is almost wholly dependent on Government 
workers. 
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Washington suffers with slum and blight areas. 

In view of the above, it seems proper to suggest that every effort 
be directed to rehabilitation of the sick areas of Washington, reverse 
the trend of decentralization by making the core of the city attractive, 
increase the tax base through rehabilitation, and thus make Washing- 
ton a model city as contemplated by the Founding Fathers. 

As I understood your question, Senator McNamara, the population 
of the total Southwest redevelopment area is 30,082. 

When replanned, it will have 28,000. Of the 548 acres, about 400 
acres are included in the Webb & Knapp plan you have before you. 
The remainder is reserved for public housing, and about 77 acres, 
known as area B. The present real estate taxes on the total of 548 
acres are $451,000. The future taxes, as nearly as can be calculated 
by the redevelopment agency, will be $3,430,000. 

Senator Case. Would vou give those figures again? 

Mr. Reynoups. Presently, $451,000, Senator Case. The future 
$3,430,000. 

Senator McNamara. You will have no trouble convincing me we 
cannot afford slums here or anywhere else. I think they are a luxury 
that no city can afford. 

Mr. Reynoups. It is a question that I have given considerable 
study. I recall testifving in 1944 before the Public Works Com- 
mittee of the House, where we introduced testimony on the serious 
urban problems in the United States. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, as Government representa- 
tives we have to be concerned with relocation of these people to some 
degree. Has any thought been given to that in this plan? 

Mr. Zeckenporr. A whole lot, Senator McNamara. I think you 
could get a very good start on that, by Mr. Searles, of RLA who is 
right here. I think they have contemplated the problem. 

Senator McNamara. I would like to get an answer on what has 
been done about relocating the present residents of this area. 

Senator SymMincron. Fine. Senator McNamara, we will ask that 
question of Mr. Searles. 

Have you any further questions? 

Senator McNamara. No, thank you. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Reynolds, it is always interest- 
ing to have you across the table at congressional hearings, although in 
a little different capacity than in our previous hearings. 

I was interested in the facts at page 4 of your report of the amount 
of money that was required for the welfare services and health services 
and so forth for the Southwest area. 

The comparison you give does not give us quite a full story, of 
course. This area may produce 1.2 percent of every tax dollar, but 
you do not give us the total story. 

Mr. Reynoups. That is 9 cents of every dollar that was spent for 
welfare services. 

Senator Case. But there may be séme other service that the city 
provides. Of course, you do not give those figures. 

Mr. Reynoups. These were developed by the Redevelopment Land 
Agency—the best figures that I have been able to get for this particular 
area—but for slums and blight areas, a general rule is that for every 
dollar that you take out of these areas in taxes, you put back $5 to $6 
in city services. 





i 
i 
| 


tnd nshiidas ECan a 


sn ans ol eta ar an eas 








CONSTRUCTION OF GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS IN D. C. 19 


Senator Case. It would take a more complete table than this to 
substantiate that, would it not? 

Mr. Reynoups. It would. 

Senator Case. The main thing | get out of this is that you are 
suggesting that a disproportionate amount goes for city services; for 
instance, 12.5 cents of every dollar for mental patients spent in the 
city is spent on this section. What proportion of the city is in that 
area? 

Mr. Reyno.ps. It is about 30,000 people there now, and the total 
population is a little over 800,000 at the present time. 

Senator Case. A little over 800,000. That is, 30,000 out of the 
800,000 require one-eighth of the money spent for mental patients? 

Mr. Reynoups. That is right. 

Senator Cask. That is, 12.5 cents would be one-eighth? 

Mr. ReyNo.ps. 36,000 is 4 percent, approximate ‘ly, of this 800,000 

Senator Cast. 4 percent of the population requires 12} : Percent of 
the dollars for mental patients is that what you are say ing? 

Mr. Reynotps. That is right. 

Senator Cask. And 6 cents of every dollar would be 6 percent of 
every dollar. That is not quite so much. 

Mr. REyYNo.ps. No. 

Senator Case. And 9 cents of every dollar spent for welfare services. 

Mr. ReyNo.ps. Yes. 

Senator Gore. Will you vield? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Gore. You are not suggesting that this problem would be 
solved by moving these people out of this area into some other area, 
are you? The same people will need welfare; the same people will 
be involved, even though this particular redevelopment would cause 
other healthier and better economically established people to live in 
the area. 

You would just take these some other place, would you not? Do 
you think that would solve the problem of these particular individuals? 

Mr. ZeckENpDorF. I would like to make a point there, if I may. 

Senator Gorse. Let Mr. Reynolds first. 

Mr. ReyNno.tps. The environmental conditions have a great deal to 
do with juvenile delinquency and mental health and things of that 
sort. 

It is certainly not proposed that you move these people from one 
slum to another. 

Senator Gore. I have not proposed that, but, as | have understood 
it, in these public housing development programs this has invariably 
happened: tenants are not permitted in public housing projects unless 
they have a standard of income. 

Many of these people may be virtually without income. That may 
be the explanation of the enrollment on the welfare rolls. I am not 
speaking against this project. I think there is much to be said for it, 
but I would not want it to go unchallenged in the assumption that 
merely by moving these people out to some other area, that the human 
problem is going to be solved. . 

These statistics may remain with the people wherever they are. 
We would hope they would not. 

Excuse me, Senator. 
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Senator Case. I was going to make the observation that we do not 
get rid of the problem by brushing the dust under the rug. 

Senator Gore. Excuse me. 

Senator Case. I was glad to have that point brought out. Then I 
was going to ask Mr. Zeckendorf and Mr. Reynolds to what extent 
they would think the improvement of the area might contribute to 
meeting these problems that are suggested by the disproportionate 
expenditure of funds for these purposes 

Mr. Reynoxps. First of all, I think that the answer that you are 
talking about is one that could be better answered by the RLA. 
They have the basic problem of relocating these people. They have 
the problem in connection with the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission of allocating locations for public housing, which they have 
done in this area that we have been disc sussing. 

There is under progress a redevelopment project in this general area 
included in the 548 acres that I mentioned. Those people were all 
relocated without difficulty, but the conditions of the quarters can 
better be described by Mr. Searles than by me because they had charge 
of that program. 

Senator Case. Mr. Zeckendorf, you started to make a comment. 

Mr. Zeckenporr. Yes; the last thing that we would have you be- 
lieve is that we think there is a sinecure for correc ting social ills and 
evils by simply relocating people; but there can be little question of 
following results emanating from the following things: 

If you relocate people from areas where there is little or no plumbing, 
where it is overcrowded, where families live on a mass basis, and where 
children are exposed and susceptible to the things that emanate from 
slum areas into new modern facilities, with sanitation and with appro- 
priate standards of living for the family, that the end result, Senator, 
would be an upgrading of the social standard and a dimunition of the 
social ills. 

That is the only point I had to make. 

Senator Casr. Does you plan contemplate the second step of taking 
care of placing these people in better areas? 

Mr. Zeckenporr. The RLA, who is basically author of the con- 
cept for redevelopment of the Southwest, contemplates that very 
move as part of this overall mosaic. 

Senator Casz. I note the comment of the General Services Admin- 
istration and their suggested amendment as incorporated in the letter 
of April 27 addressed to the chairman of the committee. 

Would you think that the proposition proposed in the bill S. 1290 
would be substantially accomplished by the amendment proposed in 
the letter from the General Services Administration? 

Mr. ZeckenporFr. We have not studied that. We heard it read. 
Generally speaking, I would say that the suggestion they make in 
their letter is quite parallel to the S. 1290. 

Senator Casr. The one thing that I do not see in the alternative bill 
suggested is any directive or any language that would accomplish 
what in your own statement you ‘said you requested. 

In subparagraph (c) of paragraph 1 on page 2 of your statement, 
you say: 


enable the Government through the lease-purchase bill to solve this problem 
immediately on a sound business basis. 
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I direct your attention particularly to the next sentence: 

All Webb & Knapp requests is that it be permitted to negotiate a contract with 
the General Services Administration. 

Does bill S. 1290 carry language that effectively directs the con- 
tracting for this project with Webb & Knapp? 

Mr. ZeckenporF. I think I would like Mr. Reynolds to answer 
that question, because it is a technical question you are asking, and 
I am not qualified to say. 

Senator Casr. I would say it is a substantive question, as far as 
I am concerned. 

Mr. Reyno.tps. Senator Case, could I see the language? 

Senator Symrneton. I might add this letter from General Services 
Administration was not made available to the committee members 
or staff until after the time the hearing had convened. 

Senator Casg. I recognize that Mr. Zeckendorf has contributed a 
great deal to thinking in Washington on not merely the need for 
redevelopment of the Southwest portion of the city, but also on the 
possibility that it might be done, which stimulated the thinking here 
and stimulated editorial thinking, and in turn the thinking of the 
people generally. 

I think Mr. Zeckendorf and the firm that he represents is entitled 
to a great deal of credit. 

However, I sort of question as a matter of legislative policy whether 
we ought to encourage 'anguage in legislation which sharply directs 
contracting to any particular private firm, even recognizing the con- 
tribution that I readily grant that you have made to the thing. 

Mr. Reynoxips. Would you object, Senator, to language which is 
permissive? 

Senator Case. I would not object to language that was permissive, 
provided that be supplemented with the permission it was not exclu- 
sive of the consideration of other contractors. 

Mr. ZecKkENDORF. We have made statements in the public record to 
the effect that 

Senator SymineTron. Excuse me just a minute. Does the Senator 
feel that this S. 1290 directs that a contract be made with Webb & 
Knapp? 

Senator Casz. The thing that raised the question in my mind was 
the sentence in Mr. Zeckendorf’s statement, “All Webb & Knapp 
requests is that it be permitted to negotiate a contract with the 
General Services Administration.” 

I assume that there must be some language that would carry that 
out, and I thought that possibly in section 302 of the law——— 

Senator SyminaTon. I see no such language in the bill S. 1290. 

Senator Case. I thought possibly the manner of entering into the 
purchase contract agreements was some modification of the language 
in section 302 (c) of the Federal Property Administrative Services Act. 

Senator Symincton. What I am trying to establish is that Mr. 
Reynolds asked would the committee object to the language being 
permissive. As I read the bill, the language is only permissive. 

Mr. ZEcKENDORF. That, Senator Symington and Senator Case, is 
all we seek is the right to negotiate. We do not seek a directive, and 
at the outset we have said that our primary objective is to see this 
thing done, whether it be by ourselves or others. 
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Senator Symineton. Let me ask this question, if the distinguished 
Senator from South Dakota will vield for a question? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Symincron. Have you gone over this with the Redevelop- 
ment Land Agency? 

Mr. Zeckenpborr. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. In detail? 

Mr. Zeckenporr. In detail. 

Senator Syminetron. Are there any differences between you and 
them? 

Mr. ZeckeENpDorF. None of which I am aware. 

Senator Symincton. Have you gone over it with the National 
Capital Planning Commission? 


Mr. Zeckenvorr. We have. 
Senator Symineton. Are there any differences? 
Mr. Zeckenporr. There are differences in detail: I do not think 


there are any differences in principle. 

Senator Symineron. Thank you. 

Mr. Reynoups. Could we interject here, Mr. Chairman and Senator 
Case? Could we have the privilege of supplying for the record our 
comments on this legislation which was proposed by General Services 
Administration? I think it requires further study. 

Senator Symineton. Of course, you can. If we had had the letter 
before, we would have submitted it to all witnesses and requested com- 
ments on it. The staff will please see that Mr. Reynolds obtains a 
copy of this for his personal keeping. We would be glad to receive 
any comments that vou would like to make on it. 

(The information is as follows:) 


: Wess & Knapp, INc., 
New York 17, N. Y., April 29, 1955. 
Re S. 1290. 
Hon. W. Sruart SYMINGTON, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Public Buildings and Grounds, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator Syminetron: The following is respectfully submitted in 
accordance with the permission granted by you during the course of hearings held 
before your subcommittee on 8. 1290 on April 27, 1955. 

The proposal submitted by the General Services Administration embraces the 
basic principles of 8. 1290 but as a matter of form amends the provisions of the 
Public Buildings Act of 1949, as amended by the Public Buildings Purchase 
Contract Act of 1954 (Public Law 519, 83d Congress). On the other hand, 
S. 1290 proposes a separate law designed to meet the specific situation con- 
templated in the redevelopment of the Southwest area of the District of Columbia. 

We believe that the redevelopment of the Southwest area of the District of 
Columbia would be practical either under S. 1290 or under legislation embodying 
the principles of S. 1290 but framed as an amendment to the Public Buildings 
Purchase Contract Act of 1954. We feel that separate legislation specifically 
designed for the Southwest portion of the District of Columbia would have the 
advantage of clarity and simplicity, but if the committee prefers legislation 
amending the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1954, we believe that 
such legislation would also be satisfactory. 

In expressing the view that the approach of 8S. 1290 is preferable, we have in 
mind the fact that certain provisions of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract 
Act of 1954 were framed to meet the problems of Government office space in all 
of the 48 States and are not primarily designed to meet the particular problems 
dealt with in S. 1290. The following provisions of the Public Buildings Purchase . 
Contract Act are illustrative: 

1. Section 411 (e) of such act provides that, before entering into a contract, the 
General Services Administrator must, among other things, execute a certificate 
that suitable rental space is not available. Such a provision is entirely appropriate 
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in connection with construction of buildings on a lease-purchase basis throughout 
the country. However, if the Congress should see fit to adopt the basic principles 
of S. 1290 under which buildings are to be erected on a lease-purchase basis to 
displace temporary buildings, the Congress will in effect have made a policy deci- 
sion that it prefers to meet a portion of the permanent office space needs of the 
Government in the District of Columbia in this way rather than through the use 
of rented space. 

2. Section 411 (a) of such act provides that lease-purchase contracts may 
be entered into only if the aggregate payments thereunder do not exceed 
specific limitations to be provided in appropriation acts, with a limitation of 
$5 million prior to July 1, 1955. The limitation for the fiscal vear 1956 to be 
placed in pending appropriation bills will, of course, reflect only existing legislation 
and will thus make no provision for contracts to be entered into if the proposed 
legislation is enacted. 

3. Section 411 (e) of such act provides a 3-year period from the date of enact- 
ment of that act (July 22, 1954) for the approval of purchase contract projects 
Since almost a vear of that period has already run, the limitation period would 
appear to be inapposite to contracts under the proposed legislation 

Because of provisions of this character, we feel that the general approach of 
S. 1290 is preferable. We would have no objection, of course, to the incorporation 
in 8. 1290 of any provisions of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act not 
already included in 8S. 1290 which the committee, as a matter of policy, believes 
should be applied to the District of Columbia situation, Any such provisions 
could readily be inserted as amendments to S. 1290. If, however, the committee 
would prefer to adopt the general approach of the proposed General Services 
Administration bill, then we respectfully suggest that such bill be amended as 
indicated in the attachment to this letter. The amendments suggested are de- 
signed to cover the points discussed above and also to authorize the General Serv- 
ices Administration to negotiate lease-purchase contracts for the construction of 
buildings in the Southwest redevelopment area. This authority is designed to be 
permissive only. 

As indicated at the hearings before the subcommittee, it is believed that the 
intent of S. 1290 is to confer such authority to negotiate. Should the committes 
determine to use 8. 1290 as a framework for dealing with a lease-purchase program 
in the Southwest area, we respectfully suggest the following technical amendment 
in order to make such authority entirely clear: On page 2, line 8 of said bill, delete 
the words ‘‘the provisions of’? and substitute therefore the words “‘section 302 
(ce) (14).”” Section 302 (c) (14) is the section of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
tration Services Act of 1949, as amended, which permits the General Services 
Administrator to enter into negotiated contracts when specifically authorized 
to do so by the Congress. 

Very truly yours, 
Wess & Knapp, INc., 
By W. E. ReyNo ps, 
Consulting Engineer. 


ADDITIONAL SUBSECTIONS Proposrep To Bre INctupEpD at ENpb or Drart oF 
BILL PRESENTED BY GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION 


(d) Inexercising the authority contained in section 411 within the southwestern 
portion of the District of Columbia, the Administrator of General Services is 
hereby authorized, pursuant to section 302 (c) (14) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to negotiate purchase contracts 
In negotiating such contracts, the Administrator shall take all practicable steps 
to insure competition among prospective subcontractors of the contractor. 

(e) In transmitting the prospectus required by section 411 with respect to any 
proposed purchase contract for a building within the southwestern portion of the 
District of Columbia, the Administrator shall not be required to include the 
statement referred to in subdivision (4) of section 411 (e) 

(f) The second sentence of section 411 (e) and the last sentence of section 411 
(a), except for the provision in such sentence requiring equal annual payments 
for the amortization of principal with interest thereon, shall not apply to purchase 
contracts for buildings within the southwestern portion of the District of Columbia 


Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have not had an opportunity to 
study S. 1290 in detail in the light of the statements made in Mr. 
Zeckendorf’s statement, but I do note that the bill more or less by 
reference to the District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency 
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incorporates in the bill certain principles that this agency may have 
adopted, and my reading and memory is such that I think there have 
been some negotiations between the Redevelopment Land Agency and 
various advisors and planners, so that language in the bill which says 
buildings constructed under this act shall be a part of and conform to 
a plan for the redevelopment of the southwest portion of the District 
of Columbia under the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 
1945 and so on, might incorporate in the bill certain features or prin- 
ciples that are not apparent on the surface of the bill. 

Senator SyMinGcTon. It might, but I would respectfully remind the 
distinguished Senator that the Redevelopment Land Agency, as I 
remember it, is a Government agency, 3 members of which, as I 
remember, are appointed by the District Commissioners and 2 mem- 
bers appointed by President Eisenhower. Presumably they are 
interested in the plan which would be the best plan for the District. 

As to whether or not they have decided on a plan, they will have 
their representatives before this committee, and we will ask them, 
of course. 

This entire matter should be before the Congress and understood 
by the people of Washington and vicinity. I do not think it would 
be a criticism of either the Redevelopment Agency or Webb & Knapp 
if the Redevelopment Land Agency, an organization composed of 
people appointed by the District Commissioners and the President, 
if that agency felt that the plan of this company or any other 
particular company was the best of all plans submitted. 

I have not discussed this with the Redevelopment Land Agency 
prior to the opening of these public hearings. 

Senator Case. I would not want the chairman to misconstrue the 
comments I have made, and I would agree with him that the Re- 
development Land Agency and the National Capital Planning 
Commission might well explore any suggestions given to them, and, 
in fact, I think in this particular matter that they have been well 
advised to modify their position—they looked as if they were going 
to build the new Smithsonian Building at a point which would have 
made the development of the Southwest area as suggested here 
difficult. 

Senator Symineton. I would like to say at this point too that 
nobody in the Senate understands the problem of real estate better 
than Senator Case. 

Senator Casz. I disavow that. 

Senator Syminetron. I think his comments are at least as valuable 
as those of anybody else on the committee. But, I do think that the 
language is permissive. That was the only point I would like to make 
to the Senator. 

Senator Gore, have you any questions that you would like to ask? 

Senator Gore. Mr. Reynolds, is it your understanding that the 
legislation is only permissive? 

Mr. Reynotps. The legislation as presently proposed is permissive. 
The legislation that is now proposed by General Services Adminis- 
tration is quite different, and that is what we would like to comment 
on after we have had a chance to study it. 

Senator Gore. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symrncton. Senator Case, are you through? 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, the clerk has handed me the section 
of the act which I was talking about: 

All purchases and contracts for supplies and services shall be made by adver- 
tising as provided in section 303 except that special purchases and contracts may 
be negotiated by the agency head without advertising if— 
and it goes on to state conditions. 

I was wondering whether the bill S. 1290 in effect would make it 
possible for the Redevelopment Land Agency or the General Services 
Administration to negotiate a contract by congressional declaration 
that would serve the requirement for procurement through adver- 
tising? 

Mr. Reynoups. Senator Case, if you will look on page 2, line 8 of 
the bill. 

Senator Case (reading): 

The General Services Administration is hereby authorized to negotiate * * *. 


Mr. Reyno.tps. The intent of that was to give the GSA the right 
to negotiate, it says: 


In pursuance of the provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949. 

It needs a clarification of that in order to make it effective. 

Senator SymincTon. There are two problems that have come up, 
as I see it. The first problem is whether or not the Redevelopment 
Land Agency must handle this problem on a strictly competitive basis. 
The bill would seem to give the right to do it either that way or on a 
negotiated basis. 

he second question is, is the bill permissive from the standpoint 
of allowing GSA to negotiate with any company they wish or is 
negotiations exclusive to a single company? 

I would read the bill as making it permissive to the General Services 
errr to negotiate with any company with whom they see 

t. 

Do you understand the bill as I have just stated it? 
Mr. Reynorps. It is permissive. It needs a technical change in 
order to make it effective for negotiation. 

Senator Syminecton. The bill itself does? 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes, but which we would take up with the staff. 

Senator SyMINGTON. It says: 

The General Services Administration is hereby authorized to negotiate, in 
pursuance of the provisions of the Federal Property and Administrative Services 
Act of 1949, as amended, and enter into purchase contracts— 
and so forth. What is the technical change that is necessary? 

Mr. Reynoups. The technical change would be to revise your 
section 302 (c) (14) in order to make it effective. 

Senator Syminctron. Have you seen this bill before? 

Mr. Reynotps. Yes. 


Senator Symincton. Did you recommend this technical change 
before? 


Mr. Reynoups. No; we have just found the technicality in working 
it over. 
Senator Symincton. Working it over where? 


Mr. Reyno.ps. In studying it in our own offices, we found the 
technical problem they raised here. 
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Senator Syminoton. In the last few days? 

Mr. Reynoups. That is right. 

Senator SyMInGTON. Have you been in communication with the 
staff before? 

Mr. ReyNno.ps. No; we have not. 

Senator Symincron. Would you be good enough to submit a state- 
ment to the committee, stating why, in your opinion, this language 
does not permit the General Services Administration to negotiate a 
contract? 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes. 

(Nore.—This information is contained in our letter of April 29, 1955 
which appears earlier in the hearings.) 

Senator SyMiInGTON. Senator Case, had you finished? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I was looking over the language in 
the section that authorized the General Services Administration to 
transfer special parcels of land. That would be to the Redevelop- 
ment Land Agency, is that not correct? 

Mr. Reynoups. Yes, Senator Case. As you will remember over 
the years the Government has bought various parcels of land in the 
Southwest area as a part of the area of taking for future public 
buildings. 

Here some time ago it was determined that a good many of these 
areas would never be used for that purpose, and the proposal was to 
sell these properties. 

At that time it was decided to await the wishes of the Congress, 
that instead of selling them, they would be turned over to the Re- 
development Land Agency because it was a part of their redevelop- 
ment area under consideration. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, also I would like Mr. Reynolds’ 
opinion of the interpretation of this proviso in section 2: 

Provided, that the payments under such contracts and for acquisitions of land 
are approved by the Committee on Public Works of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. * * * 

Would that be limiting as to the scope of agreement which the 
Lease-Purchase Act now extends to the congressional committees? 

Mr. Reyno.ps. I think the intent—there again it is intent only—as 
I have mentioned, the intent was to negotiate. I think the intent was 
to refer the bill to the House and Senate Public Works Committees. 

Senator Casr. The language in the letter which is used is consider- 
ably different than that. 

Mr. Reyno.ps. It includes going to the legislature as well. 

Senator SyMInGTon. Coming into the agreement of the committees 
is far broader than approval of the payments under such contracts. 

The bill itself is up now for approval by the committee, is it not? 
This might be considered even further, because we do not, as it were, 
in any of our lease-purchase agreements have the committee holding 
control of any payment features of the particular case in question. 

Senator Case. But the submission submits in them the item of pay- 
ments. 

Mr. Reyno.ps. I think that is true, but you know we discussed this 
at great length, as you will remember, in the hearings on the lease- 
purchase bill itself. 

It seems to me that it is evident that for the committee to approve or 
to pass upon the amount of payments that are going to be made on a 
contract, that it would have to know some of the details of the contract. 
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Senator Case. In any event, it would appear on the face of it that 
there was some reason for using different language here than is used in 
the Lease-Purchase Act. The alternative bill suggested by the General 
Services Administration does not raise that problem, | am assuming 

I have not made a thorough examination of the alternative sugges- 
tion. I am assuming that the alternative bill suggested does not 
modify, either by expansion or by subtraction, the authority of the 
congressional committees with respect to approval of the contracts, 

Mr. Rrynoups. I think it remains exac tly as thev are now. 

Senator Case. As | say, Mr. Chairman, | do not think we would 
be as far as we are today in considering the possible development and 
planning of Southwest Washington if it were not for the work of 
W ebb & Knapp, and Mr. Zeckendorf personally had done on this 
matter. 

I do not think that we can establish a precedent of reporting legis- 
lation which sets up a situation in which one possible builder has 
practically a directive to get a contract unless we explore the merits 
of the contract in advance. 

Senator SymineGron. | will agree to that, Senator. 

Could you, in order to enlighten me, point out in S. 1290 where 
there is in effect a directive aspect to give any contract to Webb 
& Knapp? 

Senator Casr. The authority to negotiate without advertising 
widens the door at least somewhat. The possibilities that the spe- 
cifies for the plan had been written by the conferences between repre- 
sentatives of Webb & Knapp and the District of Columbia Redevelop- 
ment Land Agency fills in the picture somewhat. 

As I say, I think that the consultation between the Webb & Knapp 
people and the Smithsonian people and the Redevelopment Agency 
has been desirable. It has modified the plan for the Smithsonian 
Building; but if we are convinced and we feel that Webb & Knapp 
ought to do this job or that the legislation should write the specifica- 
tions in such a way that they will be the favored contractor, we ought 
to do it openly; because we think they have a contribution to make. 

Senator Symincron. I most certainly agree that anything this 
committee does must be done in the open, in the goldfish bowl, as far 
as this contract or any other contract in connection with this legisla- 
tion or any other Jegislation is concerned. 

Senator Case. My honest opinion is that the Webb & Knapp people 
would want it that way as a matter of protecting themselves from any 
suspicion or criticism afterward. 

Mr. ZecKENDORF. I can assure you we do, and we have said on the 
record, and I will repeat it, that if in the wisdom of this Government, 
it is desired to have the Government do it itself or use any other means 
to have this accomplished, we will donate cheerfully everything we 
have done in this plan. 

Senator Casr. | am glad to have you make that statement. It is 
consistent with statements that I have heard before. 

Mr. ZecKeNDoRF. I am repeating it, and I mean it. 

Senator Case. | think the thing could be protected, if the staff, 
having these comments in mind, looked at both the bill and the alterna- 
tives suggested, and then if the language for the approval of it is 
consistent with the contract, is consistent with language in the lease- 
purchase bill, | think the thing can be done openly and above the 
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basis of criticism; but I do not think we ought to surrender here a 
power to negotiate such a contract on such a basis that we do not have 
as much protection when we come to passing on the approval of the 
contract as you do in the lease purchase act. 

Mr. ZeckenporrF. I am confident, Senator, that that was never 
the intent to modify the authority of the committees in any way. 

Senator Syminecron. We do not want to refuse to approve a princi- 
ple because of any possible fear as to who the contractor might be, 
because the contractor will depend upon the approval of the plan? 

Is that a fair statement? 

Senator Case. I would agree. 

Senator SyMINGToN. Senator Neuberger. 

Senator NeuBerGer. I would just like to make a few comments, 
if I may. 

To begin with, I am no expert. I did not see how S. 1290 singled 
out any particular contractor; and, secondly, I am glad the distin- 
guished Senator from South Dakota agrees that no legislation should 
be passed which singles out a particular contractor or individuals to 
get Government profits, and the only thing I would hope is that the 
views of the distinguished Senator would become administrative policy, 
because there is a whole series of bills in the House of Representatives 
with the support of this administration, which single out certain 
private utilities in my part of the country to get over $1 billion of 
hydroelectric power on the Columbia River. 

I hope that the Senator from South Dakota, when these bills come 
before this committee, if they do, or on the floor of the Senate, if they 
do, will join with me in opposing these measures. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, in view of the way in which the 
Senator has pointed his remarks, might I suggest he consult the hear- 
ings in this Committee on Public Works last year when we were con- 
adectiae the power legislation on the Niagara River. You will find 
the Senator from South Dakota opposed to the Miller-Capehart bill, 
opposing the bill that it would prescribe in effect, but without naming 
the people who would get permission to collect the power on the 
Niagara River; and the Senator from South Dakota probably, I think, 
had as much to do as anyone else with blocking that legislation and 
with proposed legislation which would have lifted the restrictions 
placed upon development on the Niagara River, by referring it back 
to the Federal Power Commission. 

The Senator from North Dakota, I noted with a great deal of in- 
terest, yesterday, introduced a bill which incorporated the specific 
language, a great many of the provisions which I suggested would be 
brought into play if the limitations on the Niagara development were 
lifted in accordance with the bill which was introduced last year. 

Senator NeuBerGerR. I commend the Senator from South Dakota. 
Of course, I was not a member then, but I do hope that the attitude 
toward the Niagara River and S. 1290 will be extended to the 
Columbia River. 

Senator Case. If the junior Senator from Oregon would examine 
the record of the Senator from South Dakota, he would not have any 
fears about my position on the matter. 

Senator Gore. Mr. Chairman, could I make a comment on the 
Dixon-Yates? 

Senator Symineton. All I can say is that I think the junior Senator 
from Tennessee has expressed rare reticence up to this point. 
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Senator NEUBERGER. Mr. Chairman, one other thing that is a little 
puzzling is this: I notice the bill was introduced by the chairman of 
this committee on March 4. 

I notice the views of the General Services Administration were 
requested immediately. I am curious to know why General Services 
waited until today to send their views. 

Senator Symincton. With all due respect, based on my previous 
activities in the executive department of the Government, | would 
say that the excuse they gave this morning is standard: they have just 
heard from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator NEUBERGER. That is what I do not understand. It says 
on the letter that the letter was dictated originally on March 11; it 
was rewritten on March 21; then it was written yesterday. 

It seems to me—I am just a very new Senator, with less than 4 
months’ seniority, which is about as little seniority as anybody here 
has—but it just seems to me curious that a committee is meeting on a 
bill and the witnesses are here; that the views of the Government 
agency affected, requested by the distinguished chairman of the 
committee on March 5 are not here until today, when nobody has 
had an opportunity to read them, and yet that is the whole core of this 
situation. 

Senator Symineton. | probably was not quite fair to the General 
Services Administration in saying the “excuse’’ they presented. The 
reason they presented was that the Bureau of the Budget, which, as 
vou know, is an agency that has great authority, and little responsi- 
bility, just gave them the information yesterday so that they could 
present it to the committee today. 

Senator NEUBERGER. It would be interesting to see what was 
dictated on March 11 and March 21. 

Senator Syminecron. I understand that the directive with regard to 
interoffice memoranda would prevent us from knowing that. 

Senator NeuBERGER. I would just like to say this in conclusion, 
then, Mr. Chairman: That I realize that this redevelopment or any 
redevelopment in any city, be it your city, or mine, or this city, Is 
not going to solve the social problems, but it seems to me it has a 
singularly enough beneficial impact that we ought to at least try it. 

I know in the city in which I live, which is not as old as this city 
or your city—as a matter of fact, I think the first white man to my 
city started from your city, Lewis and Clarke—but even in a city as 
new as mine, such redevelopment has had a very beneficial effect on 
property values and social problems and juvenile delinquency and all 
the other things we are concerned about; so regardless of what con- 
tractor does it, I think we ought to look favorably on such legislation. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Hruska, I apologize in going out of 
turn. Have you any questions of the witness? 

Senator Hruska. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. ZeckeNpDoRF. May I say something, Mr. Chairman? 

Senator SyMINGToN. Yes. 

Mr. ZeckenporF. The word “contractor” has been used here very 
frequently. Perhaps that is the right word; perhaps it is not. 
Actually our basic status is that of entrepreneur. We have to pay 
money for that property. A very small part of it is that which is 
contemplated to be taken back on lease-purchase. A vast majority 
of it is going to be borne at full risk to the entrepreneur, and his 


63120—55——-3 








30 CONSTRUCTION OF GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS IN D. C. 


success depends on the development of housing in this Southwest 
district. 

You are concerning yourselves mainly in this discussion with some- 
thing that will amount to possibly 20 percent of the total development 
cost “with whatever contractor, if you want to use one, who does do 
business with the Government. 

Let me point out that under the lease-purchase act, he is presumably 
a landlord for 25 years, and has got to go 80 percent on open-end risk, 
and I might say it has all the hazards inherent in any other real-estate 
venture. 

Senator Case. Did you have any understanding with the RLA on 
purchasing land and supplying it to them for the exe hange with the 
General Services Administration? 

Mr. ZeckenporF. I| do not think I quite got that. 

Senator Case. The bill contemplates authority for the GSA to 
exchange land with the Redevelopment Agency. Would you supply 
title to some of that land to that Redevelopment Agency. 

Mr. Reynoups. The properties—whether it is clear in the bill |] 
do not know—as I explained a while ago, are properties which were 
purchased by the Federal Government in areas they intended at one 
time to be developed for Federal buildings. 

They were called areas-of-taking, as you remember. 

Senator Case. We had several areas-of-taking around the District 
of Columbia. 

We find some of those areas will not be used for Government build- 
ings, and they became excess to the GSA, which were to be sold until 
that plan began to develop, and then it was seen to be unwise for the 
Government to sell. 

As a practical matter, I think probably the exchange of land would 
be a good idea. That is, in order to get a central planned redevelop- 
ment, you would have to use the land, whatever ownership was, that 
fitted in with the scheme. 

I do not think that would be an inherent objection to it, but it 
should be a subject for further discussion. 

Mr. Reynoups. There is none that has been contemplated here, as 
I understand it, except that a part of the area which will be taken in 
this total area would be set aside for Federal buildings, which must be 
purchased. 

The Government owns other properties in the same areas, which 
they can transfer or credit for these areas. 

Senator Case. Mr. Zeckendorf was speaking of the land which the 
entrepreneur would acquire. Would part of that land that you ac- 
quire be for the public buildings or for exchange so that the land would 
be available for the lease-purchase buildings? 

Mr. Zeckenporr. If | understand it correctly, we are dealing with 
the RLA solely, for them to acquire condemnation and/or purchase 
whatever land areas they wish us to acquire from them for urban re- 
development similar to the title I slum-clearance program. 

Senator Case. On the buildings that might be built, would they 
be built under a leasehold with the Government having the title to 
the land, or would that land title rest with the entrepreneur or the 
contractor until the terms of the lease-purchase contract had been 
satisfied? 

Mr. Zecxenporr. It falls in two categories. Senator Case. The 
properties that weuld be bought. for Government occupancy along 
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the Mall, which would be the relocation of the temporary office 
buildings. 

Under the lease-purchase arrangement, title would remain in the 
entrepreneur to vest in the Government upon termination of the 
lease-contract arrangement. 

The balance of the land—that which would be used for residence 
and for retail and other purposes—-would be land sold pursuant to 
the general purposes and ideas of the title 1, Urban Redevelopment 
Act, and be owned in fee simple and developed by the entrepreneur. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions to ask. 
I think that just as a matter of suggestion, it would be desirable in 
view of the limited time that all of us have had, and the staff has had, 
and the representatives here have had, to permit a study of the bill 
and of the alternative suggested, in the light of the comments that 
have been made here this morning, to hold these hearings open, and 
ask the staff for recommendations, 

Senator SyMiINGTON. | think that is a very good suggestion. Have 
you finished with your statement, Mr. Zeckendorf? 

Mr. Zeckenporr. Yes; I have finished. 

Senator SyMInGcTON. We were going to continue the hearings this 
afternoon. However, under the circumstances of this new letter 
which we have just received from the General Services Administration, 
I think it would be well to follow the gist of Senator Case’s recom- 
mendations, so that the committee staff and the committee itself 
would be in a better position to discuss this proposal than it is at the 
moment. 

So far as I am concerned, the Chair feels that basically what we 
need to do here is to take constructive action with respect to the 
unfortunate slum problems of this city, and at the same time obtain 
better working conditions for the people in the District of Columbia. 

1 would like to associate myself with remarks that have been made 
by Senator Neuberger and others of my colleagues that that is the 
basic purpose that we are attempting to work out in analyzing this 
legislation. 

Whether or not the lease-purchase technique is the best way to do it, 
it may be the only way to do it at this time, the only way we could do 
it without a straight governmental appropriation, which in turn would 
reflect itself in the national debt. 

Senator Case, have you any further questions? 

Senator Casr. Nothing further. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Senator Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. No. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Senator Neuberger? 

Senator NEUBERGER. No, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Symincron. Mr. Zeckendorf, we want to thank you and 
Mr. Reynolds for coming down here and talking with us frankly and 
leaving your proposition with us. 

We will digest the letter and comments from the General Services 
Administration and we will call hearings as soon as possible thereafter. 

Thank you very much. 

The committee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 12:17 p. m., the committee was adjourned subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 





MONDAY, MAY 2, 1955 


Unitep States SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON PusBLic BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Stuart Symington (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Symington (presiding), Thurmond, McNamara, 
Case, and Hruska. 

Senator Symineton. We will call this meeting to order, please. 

Is a representative of the General Services Administration here? 

Mr. E.tuiort. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Good morning, Mr. Elliott. Will you come 
up and sit down a couple of seats down from Senator McNamara so 
that you can bring anybody with you if you so desire. 

As you know, this is an extension of the hearings on S. 1290, initi- 
ated on April 27. This bill, as you know, provides for the construction 
of certain Government buildings in the District of Columbia. 

Before proceeding to the first witness, I would like to comment 
briefly on the developments in the April 27 meeting. 

While the GSA proposal of April 27 does not seem to conflict in 
purpose with S. 1290, it does have some differences. A question 
raised in Thursday’s hearings was that dealing with negotiation and 
competitive bidding. 

S. 1290 would authorize the General Services Administration— 
to negotiate, in pursuanee of the provisions of the Federal Property and Adminis- 
trative Services Act of 1949, as amended, and enter into purchase contracts for 
the use, occupancy, and acquisition of the aforesaid public buildings to be 
constructed on such land. 

As I see it, both the General Services Administration position and 
S. 1290 would seem to be permissive, and to clear up some mis- 
understanding which may be prevalent about this matter as a result 
of stories that I have read in the press and discussions we had, I would 
like to ask this question: 

Has the General Services Administration any objection to permissive 
legislation with respect to negotiated bidding as against competitive 


bidding? 
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STATEMENT OF MAXWELL ELLIOTT, GENERAL COUNSEL, GENERAL 
SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, ACCOMPANIED BY J. E. MOODY, 
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL FOR GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION, AND FRED S. POORMAN, DEPUTY COM- 


MISSIONER OF PUBLIC BUILDINGS SERVICE, GENERAL SERVICES 
ADMINISTRATION 


Mr. Exuiorr. Let me answer the question this way, if I may, 
Senator: It has been the general policy of the Congress to require 
competitive bidding. There have been, of course, exceptions, and 
our, position also generally has been for competitive bidding, and we 
have followed the congressional policy. 

We have no strong feeling against negotiation. _If the Congress, 
as a matter of policy, wishes that, we would negotiate. However, | 
would like to ask this in connection therewith: I wish the Congress, 
if they decide to have a policy of negotiation, would tell us with whom 
to negotiate. 

Senator Symineton. I do not accept that position referring to the 
Congress for two reasons: In the first place, | think vou are passing 
the buck to the Congress on it when you put it that way; in the second 
place, any organization that has had the procurement experience of 
the General Services Administration should be in the position to 
decide whether it is to the best interests of the taxpayers to have 
negotiated bidding or whether it is to the best interests of the tax- 
pavers to have competitive bidding. 

That is not alegislative matter fundamentally. What I would like 
to say if that is your position—and make the record clear—is that 
you believe the interests of the city of Washington and the taxpayers 
would be better served by competitive bidding than it would be by 
negotiated bidding? 

If you want to take that position, we would like to know that. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Frankly, Senator, that is cur position. I also read 
some stories in the press; some to the effect that Mr. Zeckendorf has 
done a very notable service for the community and urban redevelop- 
ment and should be compensated. 

Senator Syminaton. Mr. Zeckendorf has nothing to do with this at 
all. It is a question whether you think you could make a better 
arrangement for the city of W ashington and the taxpayers in this 
rather unique situation, or whether you would believe that it would 
be better to have your negotiator, whoever signs the contract for 
General Services Administration, have the right to have it permissive 
on the basis of being competitive or negotiated. 

Mr. Extrorr. Frankly, sir, our feeling is that the taxpayers always 
get the best buy if you allow the bidding to be governed by the prices 
in the market place. 

Senator Syminecton. Do you think all negotiated bidding in the past 
has been at the expense of the taxpayers? 

Mr. Exuiiorr. No; because there are some rules, such as in the 
Armed Services Act and the Federal Property Procurement Act, where 
you have to negotiate; for instance, if you have a sole source of supply ; 
for instance, if you are negotiating on something that is not suscepti- 
ble of competitive bidding, such as professional services of an architect. 

Senator SymineTon. I could name a hundred or more examples; I 
was just asking you if you thought anything that was negotiated by 


tet 


hat 
ers 
by 


ead 
has 


op- 


s at 
Lter 
this 
uld 

for 
sive 


ays 
1ces 


rast 


the 
nere 
ply; 
pti- 
ect. 
s; I 
| by 





CONSTRUCTION OF GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS IN D. C. 35 


the Government was at the expense of the taxpayer as opposed to 
competitive bidding. 

Mr. Exuiorr. No, but I would take this situation—take any situa- 
tion in which the Government is proc uring supplies on construction 
or let us use the term ‘“nonpersonal services’ where there are a number 
of suppliers and you can evaluate on price. 

Then I would say the Government always should have competitive 
bids. 

Senator Syminctron. You have still not answered as to this particu- 
lar project, for instance. 

Mr. Extxiorr. You mean this Southwest project? 

Senator SyMinGTon. Right. 

Mr. Exuiorr. I am not an expert, but insofar as the part which 
GSA would be concerned with, that would be to provide office build- 
ings, and I would see no reason—and Mr. Poorman, who is our 
Deputy Commissioner of Public Buildings and is here with me, | am 
sure, agrees, that in that office building we would prepare or have 
prepared the plans and specifications to meet the Government’s re- 
quirements and get bids on that. 

You have got something definite and specific that you can set before 
everyone. The matter of your financing is determined by the interest 
rate. You can take bids on that. 

Senator Symineton. In other words, you feel that the Government’s 
position should be that whatever the Government is interested in 
with the Southwest development should be done on a competitive 
basis? 

Mr. Exxiorr. Not whatever the Government is interested in in 
the Southwest development. I am speaking merely of the responsi- 
bility of putting up these office buildings, which is all that we would 
be concerned with. 

Senator Symrneton. When I said ‘‘the Government,” I meant you. 
That is the General Services Administration. 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminetron. You feel that the law which is now on the 
books covers this situation satisfactorily? 

Mr. Euuiorr. Yes, sir; title 3 of the Federal Property Act which is 
incorporated by reference in the Purchase Contract Act of 1954. 

Senator Syminetron. Mr. Elliott, have you seen the letter written 
by Mr. Reynolds? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir; I have. 

Senator Symrncton. Do you agree with that letter? 

Mr. Exuiorr. You mean on the point of negotiation? 

Senator Symineton. On the point we were just talking about: 
Whether this was the right type and character of legislation under 
which to go ahead with this project. 

Mr. Exxuiorr. As I read Mr. Reynolds’ letter, he makes no point 
as to whether it should be an independent act or whether it should be 
an amendatory act. Neither do we. 

Senator SymincTon. Let us read the letter, as long as we have it, 
together here. [Reading:] 

The following is respectfully submitted in accordance with the permission 
granted by you during the course of hearings held before your subcommittee on 
S. 1290 on April 27, 1955. 

The proposal submitted by the General Services Administration embraces the 
basic principles of S. 1290 but as a matter of form amends the provisions of the 
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Public Buildings Act of 1949, as amended by the Public Buildings Purchase Con- 
tract Act of 1954 (Public Law 519, 83d Cong.). On the other hand, 8. 1290 
proposes a separate law designed to meet the specific situation contemplated in 
the redevelopment of the southwest area of the District of Columbia. 

We believe that the redevelopment ot the Southwest area of the District of 
Columbia would be practical either under 8. 1290 or under legislation embodying 
the principles of 8. 1290 but framed as an amendment to the Public Buildings 
Purchase Contract Act of 1954. We feel that separate legislation specifically 
designed for the Southwest portion of the District of Columbia would have the 
advantage of clarity and simplicity. But, if the committee prefers legislation 
amending the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1954, we believe that 
such legislation would also be satisfactory. 


Are we in agreement on that point, Mr. Elliott? 

Mr. Euuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator SYMINGTON (continues reading): 

In expressing the view that the approach of 8. 1290 is preferable, we have in 
mind the fact that certain provisions of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract 
Act of 1954 were framed to meet the problems of Government office space in all 
of the 48 States and are not primarily designed to meet the particular problems 
dealt with in 8. 1290. The following provisions of the Public Buildings Purchase 
Contract Act are illustrative: 

1. Section 411 (e) of such act provides that, before entering into a contract, the 
General Services Administrator must, among other things, execute a certificate 
that suitable rental space is not available. Such a provision is entirely appro- 
priate in connection with construction of buildings on a lease-purchase basis 
throughout the country. However, if the Congress should see fit to adopt the 
basic principles of S. 1290, under which buildings are to be erected on a lease- 
purchase basis to displace temporary buildings, the Congress will, in effect, have 
made a policy decision that it prefers to meet a portion of the permanent office 
space needs of the Government in the District of Columbia in this way rather 
than through the use of rented space. 


How do you feel about that? 

Mr. Exxtior1. I would be in agreement with that. 

Senator Symincton. You would be in agreement on that? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMINGTON (reading): 

2. Section 411 (a) of such act provides that lease-purchase contracts may be 
entered into only if the aggregate payments thereunder do not exceed specific 
limitations to be provided in appropriation acts, with a limitat’on of $5 million 
prior to July 1, 1955. The limitation for the fiscal year 1956 to be placed in pending 
appropriation bills will, of course, reflect only existing legislation and will thus 
make no provision for contracts to be entered into if the proposed legislation is 
enacted. 

How about that? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Sir, having been both a witness and observer of many 
hearings in the Senate and House on the general bill, I sensed a very 
strong feeling on the part of the Congress to control the purse strings 
in the limitations on the ones that were to be placed in the lease- 
purchase buildings, and I would see no reason why they should be 
treated differently for the Southwest than anything else. 

As far as appropriation bills are concerned, if something became 
urgent, we could submit a supplemental appropriation bill to Congress. 

We probably will have a 1956 supplemental anyway, to come for- 
ward with respect to the general lease-purchase, so I would think it 
would perhaps be wise to keep the appropriation control on this as 
well as the general. And I think it could be done in such a way that 
it would not delay or harass the program. 
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Senator SYMINGTON (reading): 


3. Section 411 (e) of such act provides a 3-year period from the date of enact- 
ment of that act (July 22, 1954) for the the approval of purchase-contract projects 
Since almost a year of that period has already run, the limitation period would 
appear to be inapposite to contracts under the proposed legislation 

How do you feel about that? 

Mr. Exuiorr. I would say, both as to this and to the general bill, 
probably the time is too short, and we would be seeking perhaps next 
year an extension of that deadline on the general bill. 

Senator SyMINGTON. We do not need to go further. I think I see 
your position on it now. You feel that if you had to recommend one 
way or the other, despite those conditions surrounding this particular 
proposal, that was kicked around so much, that the General Services 
Administration, and, therefore, the administration itself, can only 
recommend that it be handled on a strictly competitive basis; is that 
right? 

Mr. Exuiorr. I cannot speak for the administration because we 
have not been advised by the Budget Bureau on that particular part. 

Senator SymincTon. What part have you been advised on by the 
Budget Bureau? 

Mr. Exuiorr. We have been——— 

Senator Symineron. In other words, we only got your letter in 
the morning and your representative was here in your absence. So 
the reason that there has been the delay—that you could only give 
us your position—was that you had only just received the position 
of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Incidentally, do you know what was the position of the Bureau of 
the Budget? 

Mr. Exuiorr. I am afraid, sir, that perhaps our representative did 
not make himself clear. We had only received permission from the 
Bureau of the Budget to submit our report. 

We had not received an official position from the Bureau of the 
Budget. I think ] can answer your question more simply and quickly 
if I tell you the points on which we do not have any position. 

One is on this question of negotiation and the other is on the finan- 
cial policy question, as to whether it should be lease purchase or direct 
appropriation for these buildings here in Washington. 

Senator SyMinGcTon. I understand that, but what was the reason 
for the delay from the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Iamsorry. You would have to ask them; I honestly 
do not know. 

Senator Symincton. Do you have to get permission from the 
Bureau of the Budget to submit anything to Congress? 

Mr. Exuiorr. Yes, under the budget circular—I have forgotten 
the name or number—it does not permit giving that. 

Senator SyMINGTON. So you do not know what you can do, but you 
just know what you cannot do; is that correct? 

Mr. Exurorr. That is about it. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Elliott. 

Our next witness will be Mr. John Searles, Executive Director, 
District of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHN SEARLES, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, DISTRICT 
OF COLUMBIA REDEVELOPMENT LAND AGENCY 


Mr. Searves. I am pleased and grateful to have the opportunity 
of testifving before your committee in favor of 5. 1290. 

The Chairman of our Board of Directors, Mr. John A. Remon, has 
asked me to bring his regrets that he could not appear before you, 
because he is out of the city. 

He asked me to state that he is in accord with the testimony which 
I am about to present in behalf of our agency. 

In my testimony I propose to give a brief summary of the redevelop- 
ment legislation which has been enacted by the Congress in the last 20 
vears for the District of Columbia and to relate this legislation to the 
bill now before you and to the national redevelopment program. 

The slum and blighted areas of Washington have long been epit- 
omized by the dramatic and unique alley housing which exists in the 
Capital City. I have just finished rereading a book ealled Our 
Neglected Neighbors by Weller published in 1909 and dealing with 
the shameful conditions of white and colored families living in alley 
houses. 

Mr. Weller concludes his story with recommendations for a program 
very similar to that which we have today. 

In June 1934 Congress passed the Alley Dwelling Act setting up the 
Alley Dwelling Authority with funds and powers to purchase alley 
dwellings, demolish them, and put the cleared land to an appropriate 
new use. 

In 1937 the passage of the United States Housing Act established a 
national program of low-rent housing and slum clearance and gave 
new powers and functions to the Alley Dwelling Authority, changing 
its name to the National Capital Housing Authority, which it now 
bears. 

During the 1940’s Congress gave earnest consideration to a more 
comprehensive program for clearing slums and blight and rebuilding 
deteriorating sections of Washington and other cities of the Nation. 

A number of bills were discussed. A notable one was introduced 
by Senator Thomas, another by Senator Wagner. Senator Thomas 
had had the advice of Mr. Alfred Bettman, the great planner of Cin- 
einnati, Ohio. Mr. Bettman was also called in to assist in the prepara- 
tion for a bill for the District of Columbia. 

Congress heeded Mr. Bettman’s recommendations and after ex- 
tensive hearings, enacted the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Act of 1945, the law which is our basic enabling legislation. This 
law is a model of its kind and has set an example to State legislatures 
throughout the Nation. 

I would like to add here that in the disposition of the land to 
private builder in this model law, much attention was given to whether 
there should be competitive bidding or negotiation and the firm con- 
clusion reached at that time was that in redevelopment areas in 
accordance with the redevelopment plan, competitive bidding is 
impossible, that negotiation is necessary; but that a public hearing 
on all the provisions of the contract is essential. 

That is a matter which we and other redevelopment officers through- 
out the Nation have been discussing at great length with the Housing 
and Home Administrator, because there has been some discussion 
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about requiring all land to be sold by competitive bidding of one 
kind or another. 

It is my understanding that they are now abandoning that and 
requiring that negotiation and open hearings be substituted mstead 
of competitive bidding. 

The city of Detroit, which had substantial experience with com- 
petitive bidding, has now gone to negotiation, for an example. 

Senator SyMINGTON. As long as you have departed from your pre- 
pared text, I would like to ask you a question. 

Mr. SEARLES. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMInGToN. You just heard the testimony of the Chief 
Counsel of the General Services Administration, did you not? 

Mr. SEARLEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMINGTON. In that testimony be said that in his opinion 
the General Services Administration could only recommend that this 
matter be handled on a competitive basis. 

Mr. SEARLEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMIncTon. Do you believe that that is in the best interests 
of the city or the taxpavers? 

Mr. Searues. [ have no experience in the construction of public 
buildings, but so far as the redevelopment operation generally goes, 
that would not be true. 

Senator SyMINGTon. Based on what is your knowledge of the way 
it is handled in other cities. 

Mr. Searues. Based on redevelopment for private use, I know 
that negotiations have been necessary. 

Senator Symineton. Whether it is private use or public use, the 
ultimate aim, perhaps primary aim, 1s the elimination of slums, is 
that not correct? 

Mr. Searues. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Symineton. And based on your knowledge of the elimina- 
tion of slums in other cities, regardless of whether it is public or private, 
the position now taken by the General Services Administration |is 
perhaps wrong, is that correct? 

Mr. Searues. I would feel it perhaps did not recognize the peculiar 
problem of redevelopment, that you have to keep shifting ground 
rules, and it is practically impossible to set up a core of specifications, 
and set that up and be sure they are going to stand as you move on 
through the program. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Searles, your organization is composed 
of five members, is it not? 

Mr. Searues. That is correct, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Three of them are appointed by the District 
Commissioners, are they not? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. And two by the™ President of the United 
States? 

Mr. Searues. That is correct. 

Senator SymMincton. Therefore, you have sort of an interest in the 
administration, or the administration has an interest in you; that is 
a fair way to put it; is it not? 

Mr. Srearues. Yes, sir; I believe it certainly is. 

Senator SymineTon. I think it is unfortunate that you feel whoever 
the contractor is—and assuming that he knows what he is doing—that 
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he should have the right to either have permissive legislation to either 
negotiate or have competitive bidding? 

Mr. Searues. Absolutely. 

Senator Symineron. All right, would you proceed with your state- 
ment? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir. 

As a condition precedent to the exercise of these drastic powers the 
National Capital Planning Commission must prepare a comprehensive 
plan for the entire city of Washington. The Commission must then 
adopt the boundaries of a redevelopment project area and an urban 
redevelopment plan for the area. 

The plan and boundaries must then be forwarded to the District of 
Columbia Commissioners. The Commissioners may, after a public 
hearing, approve the plan which is then certified by the Planning Com- 
mission to the Land Agency for execution. The law provides for con- 
sultation and advice between the Land Agency and Planning Commis- 
sion during the entire planning process. 

The redevelopment plan itself may be prepared by the Land Agency, 
by the Planning Commission, by a private builder, or some other 
agency. 

In other words, the plan could be prepared by anybody, but it must 
be approved by the Planning Commission. 

For the plan to be placed in effect, however, it must be adopted by 
the Planning Commission and approved by the Commissioners. The 
Redevelopment Act of 1945 authorized a $20 million trust fund for 
initiating the redevelopment program in Washington. These moneys 
have not yet been appropriated. 

In 1949 Congress enacted the Taft-Ellender-Wagner bill as the 
Housing Act of 1949. 

Senator Symineton. Excuse me just a minute. Where did the $20 
million come from? 

Mr. Searves. It was authorized in the District of Columbia Re- 
development Act to be appropriated and to be operated as a trust 
fund. 

Senator Symineton. I understand about that, but I was wonder- 
ing where the money came from. 

Mr. Scarves. We never got it. It is unappropriated. 

This law contains a program of Federal loans and grants for local 
redevelopment projects throughout the country. The act also con- 
tains certain amendments to the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Act of 1945 to permit Washington to participate along with other 
cities in the Federal-aid program. 

We have been taking advantage of these provisions and the District 
of Columbia program thus far has been financed by funds made 
available under the 1949 Housing Act. Iu 1950 and subsequently, 
our agency has applied to the Housing Administrator for funds for 
planning Southwest Washington. 

A portion of the funds received have been transferred to the National 
Capital Planning Commission to finance its work in the redevelop- 
ment program. 

A final plan for Washington’s first pilot project, southwest rede- 
velopment project area B, was adopted and approved in December 
1952. This is a 75-acre tract of intense slums in the northern part of 
southwest Washington. 
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Since 1953 over 90 percent of the land in the area-—we will have it 
all in 2 more months—has been acquired and over 800 families have 
moved to decent, safe, and sanitary quarters, most with the assistance 
of our own relocation staff. 

If we could climb to the Capito! dome, we could see now the many 
acres, formerly dilapidated and degraded, now cleared and ready for 
rebuilding. It is expected that the steam shovels will move into this 
area during the summer. 

Senator aap ge Has this anything to do with the Bush matter? 

Mr. SEaRuEs. It certainly is or was the Bush project. 

Senator SymincTon. Does this still go? 

Mr. SEAR Es. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Steam shovels moving in this summer? 

Mr. Searves. I am still confident, as of this morning that we will 
be able to achieve that. Since Mr. Bush first negotiated with us, the 
ground rules for undertaking that project have been completely 
changed. 

The Housing Act of 1954 added a provision which appeared to be 
designed almost made to order for financing this type of project; but 
with certain restrictions which were added on it later, the attractive- 
ness was completely eliminated so that builders who have built rental 
housing through the Federal housing are not interested, and it is 
going to require some new builders who are sufficiently interested. 

It is an attractive project, and it is ready to go. We are confident it 
can be worked out. 

Senator Symincton. Mr. Searles, let me get it straight. It was 
going to be worked out with Mr. Bush? 

Mr. SEARLEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyminaTon. He has now lost interest. Why is that? 

Mr. Searves. Because the terms which are available through 
section 220, the FHA program, make it almost impossible for him to 
continue to do what he had originally planned. 

Senator SyMINGTON. It is almost impossible for him to do what he 
originally planned, and why do you think somebody else will be 
interested in doing what he now thinks is impossible to do? 

Mr. Searves. | think for two reasons. One basic reason is that 
the initial capital has been tremendously expanded, so what $300,000 
would have done at the beginning—— 

Senator SymineTon. In other words, if Mr. Bush had more money, 
he would be more interested? 

Mr. SearuEs. Perhaps. That part could be handled by builders 
who own numbers of other projects which have been financed by the 
FHA, but since those projects are jeopardized if they participate in 
the Government program, our field is now limited to those men who 
in the past have not built any FHA rental housing at all. 

Senator Case. Just what do you mean by that? 

Mr. Searves. It is my understanding that all projects, whenever 
they were built, have to be in essence refinanced, if there is to be ar~ 
difference between the cost to the builder and the amount of the or‘g* 
nal mortgage, at the time when he applies for additional FHA in- 
surance, and I believe there are 2 or 3 suits—- 

Senator Case. For recovery by the Government on the loan? 

Mr. Searzes. The Government cannot recover because the Govern- 
ment never had any money in it; but they seek to have the builder 
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repay to the bank which made the insured loan the amount of the 
difference between the mortgage and the cost to the builder, thus 
reducing the amount of the mortgage which is outstanding and reduc- 
ing the rent schedules of the projects. 

Senator Casz. That is if his cost is not as great as his loan? 

Mr. Searues. That is correct, sir. Any project undertaken under 
section 208 at any time there was a difference between the cost and 
the amount of the mortgage, that comes up when he applies for 
another loan in conjunction with some other project. 

Mr. Bush has many other projects, as do these other builders. 
As a matter of fact, he is more or less seeing what has happened to 
other builders who no longer wish to apply. 

Senator Case. In other words, you have a builder who has had a 
project in the past and he built it for less than the amount of his loan; 
that now in effect before he gets another loan, it is suggested that he 
use the amount of the difference between the cost and the loan to 
apply on his second project, is that correct? 

Mr. Suartes. They do not say where he gets the money to reduce 
these mortgages. They merely say that he must reduce the amount. 
Of course, actually the money which he took out, he probably put into 
another project, so the money is not necessarily available now. 

Senator Casr. Under the theory that he had a windfall on the first 
project, they think he should utilize that windfall profit now on the 
second project? 

Mr. Searues. I think the theory is that any form of windfall is 
wrong. It seems to me, the theory is that that is the only way they 
could legally force the builder to do that. In other words, apparently, 
there is no legal right under the FHA to tell the builder to reduce the 
outstanding mortgage. 

As I understand it, there is nothing in the law to give them any 
right to do that. 

Senator Case. Mr. Bush was relying on some contractors who had 
prior loans to work on his project, was he not? 

Mr. Searues. It would be unfair of me to say that Mr. Bush had 
any particular situations like that in mind; but I know that he has 
felt that some of the men that have been building the same kind of 
housing that he has built were adopting a policy as such of not operat- 
ing through the FHA policy of rental housing any more, and there 
have been a number of suits arising out of that. 

Senator Casr. What was the nature of the contract that you had 
with Mr. Bush? 

Mr. Searues. It was merely an exchange of letters. We did not 
consider it a contract; it was an agreement to negotiate in which he 
said that he would be willing and intended to negotiate, providing 
satisfactory financing could be arranged, and we admired Mr. Bush 
for his ‘‘sticktoitiveness”’ and staying power, and he had to go through 
three sets of plans until we got a completely acceptable one. This 
situation which he has reached now, we are extremely sympathetic 
with his point of view, and we believe we can find other people who 
are not in that particular situation who will be able to carry through. 

Senator Case. In your letters, did you offer him any part of the 
75 acres or an option on the 75 acres? 

Mr. Searues. We advertised for proposals to negotiate. We in- 
jected a kind of competition, not competitive bidding, but we adver- 
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tised it, and at that time we said we would receive them on a particular 
aay. 

We received 10 proposals, and 1 was from Mr. Bush. We did not 
know him previous to that. That was in March, 1953; in that letter 
he outlined how much he would pay for a major portion of the 75-acre 
tract, and that fitted in with 5 proposals, submitted by the small- 
business group. 

There were 4 proposals by firms who had previous experience in 
such things, and 1 of them besides Mr. Bush's proposal was the firm 
of Webb & Knapp. 

We fitted these bids together and were able to take Mr. Bush's for 
all the residential and part of the retail and sell the retail and light 
industrial to loeal-business people. 

Senator Cass. Who were the other proposers? 

Mr. SEARLES. Fifteen Home Builders in Washington, headed by 
Mr. Alvin Aubinoe; and Mr. Edward Carr, and Mr. Herman Schmidt, 
and there was a local architectural firm, Keys, Smith, Satterlee, «& 
Lethbridge. Another proposal came from the Standard Construc- 
tion Co. of Washington, D. C., headed by Mr. Magazine, a very strong 
company. 

Senator Case. Could you state with respect to these how many 
acres or What proportion of the land would be involved in the proposal? 

Mr. Szaries. The Home Builders bid for the entire area, and 
Mr. Magazine bid for the entire thing. Eastern Construction Co. of 
Washington and Falls Church, Va., and they bid for the entire area, 
and Webb & Knapp bid for the entire area. You should use the term 

‘proposed to negotiate.”’ 

I would like to use that term because it is the more correct term. 

Senator Symincton. When you say the entire area, do you mean the 
75-acre tract? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir; that is all we had available at the time. 

Senator SYMINGTON. How close is that to us now? 

Mr. Searues. That lies about six blocks just the other side of the 
tracks, at De lows are Avenue. 

Senator SyminectTon. That is the area that was formerly intense 
slums; is it not? 

Mr. SEARLES. Yes, sir. 

Senator Cas. Did you complete the list? 

Mr. Searztes. There were five smaller proposers. One was the 
Wiegand Lumber Co., which has a lumberyard right in the area. 

The Safeway Stores, which has a store right i in the area; the Rudder- 
forth Fish Store, which has a store right in the area; and the Eagle 
Transfer Co., which had a garage there, but they have since moved 
out; Max Greenwald who has a tinsmith shop in the area and will 
construct a new place in the area we have reserved for light industry 
near the railroad tracks. 

Senator Casz. What did you do? 

Mr. Searves. We set them up checking the numbers and type of 
units, the extent to which they would conform to the rede velopment 
plan, which gave them quite a bit of room to run around in, and they 
gave us different units, and then we went over these with the local 
FHA people, the Planning Commission, and the Zoning Commission, 
all of whom would be involved. 

Senator Case. Have they been open to public inspection? 
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Mr. Seartes. We did not immediately open them to_ public 
inspection, because some of the proposers asked us not to; but 
eventually they got them from the proposers themselves. 

We certainly opened the winning bid to the public inspection all 
right. 

Senator Case. What was the winning bid? 

Mr. Searzes. Mr. Bush and five small ones. 

Senator Case. Have you given any options or any contracts on 
any part of this tract? 

Mr. SEARLEs. No, sir; we have not. 

Senator Case. Do you have any agreement with Webb & Knapp 
with respect to any part of the area? 

Mr. SearLEs. No, sir; we have not. We have an agreement with 
Webb & Knapp in respect to the area C which is practically all of the 
Southwest surrounding area B, and that is an agreement which is 
without commitment on either side. 

It is not a contract; it is a statement of intention, and certainly 
both parties have been living up to it very well. That statement of 
intention meant we will not negotiate with anybody other than Webb 
& Knapp during a period of a year. 

It does not describe the complex problem of how we will eventually 
negotiate. 

Senator Case. It says you will not negotiate with anyone else 
within a vear? 

Mr. Searves. Without mutual consent. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Within that year, do they have any right to buy 
any part of the tract C? 

Mr. Srearues. No, sir. No final arrangements have been made. 
One thing is it will certainly be an entirely open proposition. The 
kind of a proposition which I am sure Mr. Zeckendorf will make, and 
the relation will have to be completely unchallengeable as to price 
and every detail of it. 

There will be wide participation, we believe, in the plan by local 
people, so that we think we will have an unchallengeable proposition 
when the thing is finally developed. 

Senator Case. Is there any condition in the letters of intent or 
whatever it may be, dependent on the Congress? 

Mr. Searues. No; I would say the only one would be the 10th 
Street Mall. 

Senator Case. Do you have a copy of those letters with you? 

Mr. Srar.tes. The memorandum of understanding? 

Senator Casr. The memorandum of understanding or any contracts 
or options that you have in any shape or form. 

Mr. Searues. I could have it in half an hour. 

Senator SyminctTon. Submit it for the record, and we will put it 
in the record at this point, if the Senator from South Dakota so 
desires. 

Senator Case. Yes. 

(The above-mentioned document will be furnished to the sub- 
committee later and will then be inserted.) 

Senator Syminecton. Do you have any more questions? 

Senator Case. No. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Senator Thurmond, would you care to ask 
any questions? 
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Senator THuURMOND. No. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. No. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Senator Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

This FHA, is it my understanding from your testimony here that 
the FHA presumes to do administratively what it has not been 
authorized to do by court proceedings or in lawsuit in securing refi- 
nancing of loans where the building costs were less than the amount 
of the mortgage? 

Mr. Searues. I would think first, sir, and it is my understanding, 
that their authority to do that is by getting their own people on the 
Board of Directors of these rental housing corporations in accordance 
with the charters which the builder had to get under 608. I think | 
would be wrong in saying that they had been told the ‘v could not 
move in and control these companies that way. 

Senator Hruska. By requiring the reduction of the mortgage 
where the actual building costs are less than the mortgage 

Mr. Searues. They refuse to grant any additional mortgage 
insurance for any new housing. 

Senator Hruska. U ntil that condition is met? 

Mr. SearRLEs. That is correct. 

Senator Cass. Just one question: In your arrangement with Mr. 
Bush or your arrangement with Webb & Knapp, or your arrangements 
with these small contractors, is there any guaranty that the land would 
be offered to him within a period of time? 

Mr. SEARLEs. No, sir. 

Senator Case. Before any commitment is made as to that that 
would be open to competitive proposals? 

Mr. SEARLES. Our law specifically says we shall negotiate. There 
are no provisions for competitive bidding but we must have a public 
hearing on the contract before it is executed. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, as I indicated the other day, I think 
the people who have imagination and gumption enough to propose a 
constructive plan whe reby we can convert these slums into an area 
of the city that is befitting the Capital City and would really contri- 
bute, I feel, to the benefit of the entire city by removing this rather 
festering spot, are deserving of consideration. 

At the same time, I think that as a matter of record and as a matter 
of precedent that the need to make clear that at every step the thing 
is open and aboveboard, and that we are not in fact legislating some- 
thing that gives a position of special privilege to anyone who might 
get an option on any tract. 

Obviously, if you could get an option on a portion - land and have 
it go until you can see whether or not you get the Government to 
spe ond some money to increase the value of the land, you might be 
subject to some criticism, unless at every stage it is open and above - 
board. 

Senator SymMincton. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I am interested in the 
rest of this Commission. I understand there are 3 appointed by the 
Commissioners, and 2 by the President. 

How many are attorneys? 
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Mr. SEARLES. One. 

Senator McNamara. I was wondering about the difference in the 
viewpoint of the agency that fostered it and the Commission. Are 
your people generally builders or planners? 

Mr. Seartes. Mr. Remon, the chairman, is the former head of, 
chief operating vice president of the telephone company. Mr. Cauli- 
flower, the second man, head of a fuel company here in Washington, 
and is now the vice president of Griffith’s Consumers Co. 

Mr. Atkinson, the attorney, is a former president of the Negro Bar 
Association. Mr. Healy is the District of Columbia surveyor, and 
Mr. Anderson-Parker is the president of Woodward & Lothrop’s 
Department Store. 

Senator McNamara. Now, [ had a question the other day about the 
relocation of the tenants from the area before you started the project. 

Have you taken care of that, or have you substantially taken care of 
the relocation? Do you have a large number of residences still in 
these slum areas? 

Mr. Searves. In area B there are probably only about 200 families. 

Senator McNamara. Area B means nothing to me. 

Mr. Searzes. It is our first project which we operated on. There 
were 1,300 families to begin with; and to each family was given a little 
booklet that no family would be evicted until they had either been 
offered decent, sanitary housing, and they had refused it, or they had 
some violation of their rental contract like an elicit business. 

The ones that have been evicted have been offered house after house. 

Senator McNamara. Are you offering housing at approximately 
the same rate or is it an unreasonable rate for the people of that group? 

Mr. Sear.es. We do not look at the former rate so much; and one 
of the requirements is that it must be within their means. 

By “within their means” we mean 20 percent or less of their income, 
which is about what a mortgage banker would say how much mort- 
gage you can pay for. The families go into both public and private 
housing. 

In this case, about 46 percent have gone into public housing, and 
43 percent into private housing. I have here a report as to the prog- 
ress that has been made in that, which I would like to submit for the 
record. 

Senator SyMInGToN. Very well. 

(The above-mentioned document is as follows:) 
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Families living in structures when acquired by Agence: 


1. Eligible for public housing (52.4 percent §26 
2. Requiring private accommodations (47.6 percent is 
Total_ 1. 004 


8. Families moved from site: 
1. Permanently relocated: 


a. Public housing (46.4 percent 314 
b. Private housing (53.6 percent 263 
Total 677 


Temporarily relocated: 


a. Off-site 10) 
b. On-site 7 
Total ‘7 
3. Disappeared 12 
759 
«’. Families presently living in RLA owned structures: 
1. Eligible for public housing (66.9 percent) 164 
2. Requiring private accommodations (33.1 percent 81 
245 
Total__- 1, 004 
‘oes not include families temporarily relocated on-site. On-site relocation included under C 


Senator Case. Do vou have any families that have not fallen into 
the category, where vou feel they would be affected if the time comes 
vou have to condemn the property? 

Mr. Searzes. There have been practically none in the properties 
that we have acquired. We acquire the land by negotiation, piece by 
piece, and only condemn when we have to; so far we have acquired 
about 90 percent of the land, and now have about 200 houses, I 
believe, that have families in them that are being relocated. 

We need a backlog of families in order to carry on the relocation, 
because whenever we get a vacancy, say, for a four-bedroom place, 
if we do not have a family right away, we generally lose the vacancy; 
so we have had successful cooperation from public and private land- 
lords, and it is working very well through advertising. 

Senator Case. You mentioned you advertised for these properties 
to redevelop. 

\{r. SEARLES. Properties to negotiate; ves, sir. 

Senator Case. And of those who submitted, vour committee con- 
sidered the best proposal was the Bush proposal? 

Mr. SEARLES. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. He has indicated since that he is not interested in 
the construction for one way or another. 

\fr. Searues. I believe he indicated that over the weekend. 

Senator Case. Do you take the second best or have you formu- 
lated any plans yet? 

Mr. Sear.Les. We have not formulated any plans yet. I have a 
board meeting tomorrow, and we will discuss the matter and lay 
before them what would be the wisest move. We have no obligation 
to go to the other proposers at all. 
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Senator Case. Then you felt you were committed to him and he 
was committed te. you and he has walked away from you, therefore 
you are absolutely free? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir. 

Senator McNamara. You mentioned the Detroit situation where 
they had cleared the land some years ago, and they were going to do 
the same thing we are going to do. I do not think there is anything 
built on the property now—maybe they are in the process now—is 
that the situation or have they started building? 

Mr. Searues. In Detroit, they did try to have competitive bidding. 
I am sure you will remember that as a result of some difficulty in land 
acquisitions that Detroit has gotten very tight in the acquisition of 
land. 

They require all land purchased by condemnation and all land be 
sold by competitive bidding. They drew up a plan. As a matter of 
fact, Mr. Zeckendorf’s architect had something to do with the Detroit 
plans, as you may know, but they tried to get competitive bids on 
this plan. 

The first time they got none; the second time two local firms and 
a firm that had done some work there before. Mr. Durbin, Director 
of the Housing Commission, and I know him and the mayor of 
Detroit, talked to the people here in Washington and were able to 
get away from the competitive bidding requirement. It was all ready 
to negotiate when the mayor set up another committee composed of 
Mr. Reuther, Mr. Gazelle, and others; and this committee engaged 
two firms of architects who prepared a very imaginative and bold 
plan, it seems to me; and they have had to get the business and the 
labor people in Detroit back of it. It is a very bold and dramatic 
project, and they are right in that phase of the thing, that things 
are now moving rapidly. 

Senator McNamara. How many years has that property stood 
vacant? 

Mr. Searues. Three or four. 

Senator McNamara. Yes, sir. Because of the ramifications we are 
going through in this problem—it is a national problem. If you solve 
it here, everybody is going to look toward it as an ideal of clearing 
slums; this was one of the very worst slums in the city. 

That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SymincTon. That was very interesting. I did not know 
about that. You have been in this business now for some time, Mr. 
Searles, is that right? 

Mr. Searues. That is right; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. You have done your best to see that we do 
something about this situation. You feel if anything is going to be 
done that you must have the right to negotiate bidding as well as 
competitive bidding, is that correct? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, I think that is definitely correct. 

Senator Symineron. If that is true, and we pass a bill which only 
grants competitive bidding, then what we are doing is really killing 
the project, is that not true? 

Mr. Searues. It would not do it any good. 

Senator Symineton. I am only trying to follow you. I am not 
trying to lead you. I want to know what you think. 
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Mr. Searces. In the field of construction and contracting, it is a 
little bit out of my line. 

Senator SymincTon. Let me repeat the question. Based on your 
previous testimony—— 

Mr. SEARLES. Yes, sir. 

Senator SymMineGTon (continuing). If we passed a bill here which 
allows only competitive bidding all the way through, instead of the 
right for the Government official to decide whether it should be com- 
petitive bidding or negotiation bidding, based on your experience, we 
in effect are killing the project, are we not? 

Mr. Searues. All the way through the redevelopment operation? 

Senator Symineton. Yes. 

Mr. SeEaR.Es. Yes, no question about it. 

Senator SYMINGTON. One more Page ange: We have some—lI don't 
know how many—million people in the Government. Do you feel 
there is a chance we might find one man who would handle it properly 
out of those millions, if he felt it was the right thing to do? 

Mr. Seares. I certainly do. 

Senator Syminecton. Will you proceed with your statement? 

Mr. Scarves. Yes, I will. 

As project B got underway plans were developed for rebuilding the 
rest of the southwest area. Because of its strategic location between 
the Potomac River and the Capitol Building, and the main Mall and 
because of the effort and talent which have gone into preparing a plan 
suitable for the national capital, southwest Washington has become 
perhaps the most famous redevelopment project in the entire country. 

Its success or failure may well prove whether or not a great demo- 
cratic nation can find the time and resources to eradicate physical and 
social evils which exist in the centers of its great cities. To us who are 
working in the program there is not the slightest doubt but that our 
efforts will be successful. 

There have been three significant recent developments which sup- 
port this confidence. 

First, the constitutionality of the Redevelopment Act of 1945 was 
challenged in the courts. Last November the United States Supreme 
Court by a unanimous and sweeping decision upheld the authority 
of the Congress to bestow urban redevelopment powers on the Dis- 
trict of Columbia Redevelopment Land Agency. This decision is a 
tremendous affirmation of the District’s redevelopment program. 

Second, the Housing Act of 1954 enacted last year clarified and 
strengthened the powers of our Agency with respect to the prepara- 
tion and execution of urban renewal plans. 

Urban renewal as defined in this law includes not only redevelop- 
ment which we are undertaking in the southwest but also rehabilita- 
tion of some existing structures and conservation of neighborhoods 
which are just beginning to decay. 

The third event of significance is the submission last vear of a 
proposal by Mr. William Zeckendorf, president of the firm of Webb 
& Knapp for the rebuilding of southwest Washington. 

Mr. Zeckendorf made this proposal after careful studies of the 
possibilities of redevelopment and the opportunties for its success in 
several cities of the country. We are proud and pleased that he 
chose to try his hand in Washington, D. C. 
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His original proposal was preliminary and schematic but set forth 
certain cardinal principles including a majestic esplanade entrance 
to the area at 10th Street, a cultural center, a model residential com- 
munity and a rebuilt waterfront area. 

It included his intention to establish a staff of experts in Washington | 
to work with the public officials to achieve a plan which would be | 
second to none for creating an outstanding area in the Capital of our 
Nation. 

After consideration of this proposal a memorandum of understand- 
ing which is a statement of intentions rather than a contract was 
executed by Mr. Zeckendorf for Webb & Knapp and by Chairmen 
John A. Remon for the Redevelopment Land Agency. 

Under this memorandum Mr. Zeckendorf agreed to direct his stat? 
to work with local officials to achieve a plan which could receive 
general acceptance. 

Our agency agreed to cooperate in every way possible to make 
available certain technical and engineering studies to assist the plan, 
to convene key officials and local agencies for discussions and confer- 
ences and not to negotiate for the disposition of land in the area 
covered by the memorandum for a period of one year. 

The memorandum of understanding as recently amended runs 
until September of this vear. In recent weeks particularly we fee! 
that all concerned with this great project have reason to be pleased 
with the progress made. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman; this is this memorandum of under- 
standing, the memorandum which you are going to place in the record 
pursuant to the Chairman’s suggestion, is it not, Mr. Searles? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, Senator Case, it is. 

Senator Case. What portion of the land is it that you have agreed 
here would not be disposed of for a period of a year? 

Mr. Searues. It is an area defined in the memorandum of under- 
standing that corresponds roughtly to what we call Area C, which is 
about 75 percent of the area in Southwest Washington not occupied 
by Area B. 

Senator Case. In acres how much is it? 

Mr. SearzEs. It is about 400 acres. 

Senator Case. How much would the 400 acres represent in what 
you are proposing in your amendment to bring under the authority 
of RLA later on in your statement? 

Mr. Searues. The entire area is about 530 or 540 acres so this 
would be 400 out of 540. 

Senator Case. 400 out of 540, you have agreed not to dispose of 
for one year, is that right? 

Mr. Searues. In your negotiation you dispose of it. 

Senator Case. In your negotiations you dispose of it? 

Mr. Searues. Yes. 

Senator Case. Does the memorandum of understanding provide 
Webb & Knapp with any advantage in negotiating or proposing to 
negotiate other than you will not negotiate with anyone else for a 
year? Is there a price advantage? 

Mr. Searues. No, no price. 

Senator Case. Are there any terms of payment? 

Mr. Searues. No, sir. 
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Senator Case. What was the reasoning then for agreeing that you 
would not consider proposals for the disposition of the land for one 
vear, simply to hold it in a block? 

Mr. Searues. No, Mr. Zeckendorf and his firm wanted to spend 
about that time employing the best planners and engineers they could 
possibly get to see if they could not achieve a plan which would be 
approved by everybody as a whole and that would cost a substantial 
amount of money. 

Before he embarked on that, he wanted some assurance as to the 
land not being disposed of before his plan was ready to be submitted 

Senator Case. Or having a part of the land disposed of piecemeal? 

Mr. Seartes. While we have not agreed to dispose of it to him, we 
have agreed not to make arrangements with somebody else so that 
they will go ahead while he has spent something better than half a 
million dollars. 

Senator Case. Is the Redevelopment Land Agency still free to 
consider any other proposals from groups of engineers or architects or 
construction people in that period of 1 year? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, all we have said is we would not negotiate 
without the concurrence of Webb & Knapp. If someone else wanted 
to come in, we would inform Webb & Knapp to see whether or not 
something could be worked out so they could participate. 

The Home Builders group of Washington have invited Mr. Zecken- 
dorf and his staff to lunch and he has indicated he wants them to 
participate with him very much in the redevelopment of this area. 

Senator Case. Would you say it is correct to assume, or does this 
committee have the assurance that in entering into this memorandum 
of understanding with Webb & Knapp, that what you have estab- 
lished for Webb & Knapp, by the same token could be established for 
any other group that might have wanted to submit a proposal? 

Mr. Searues. No, sir; I do not believe so. I believe it is a rather 
unique situation in the Southwest Washington area. 

Senator Case. Perhaps you did not understand the question. If as 
you have said, that the terms of this memorandum of understanding 
only commit the Redevelopment Land Agency not to consider any 
proposals or dispose of any part of this 400 acres for a period of 1 
vear, and if that does not give Webb & Knapp any particular advantage 
other than the assurance that the area will be preserved intact for 
consideration of the proposals-——— 

Mr. Searzes. That is right. 

Senator Case (continuing). Then I was wondering if it was correct 
to say that in your memorandum of understanding you had achieved 
that offer for any other group of architects or engineers who wanted to 
make a proposal within that time or at the time of the time in their 
behalf. 

Mr. Searues. That is perfectly true. In other words, the same 
thing would apply right across the board. 

Senator Casg. In other words, if I were not a Member of Congress 
and if Pat McNamara were not a Member of Congress or the Senate, 
and we wanted to associate ourselves together and make a proposal 
to you at the end of the year, we would stand on the same basis with 
Webb & Knapp or anybody else? 

Mr. SEARLEs. Absolutely. In other words, you would be free to 
make a proposal during this period. We would receive this proposal, 
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merely refer to the memorandum of understanding, and either say 
you can wait until it expires or you can negotiate with Webb & Knapp, 
or we can negotiate with Webb & Knapp. 

Senator Case. What do you intend to do at the end of the year if 
this is proposed? 

Mr. Searvues. If things go as they are now, we will negotiate with 
Webb & Knapp for approximately 50 percent of that area. That is 
the way it reads, so that the other 50 percent of it, I will seek a com- 
petitive procedure or get such a diversified group operating to carry 
out this overall plan. 

Senator Case. Why do you say you would proceed to negotiate 
with Webb & Knapp for 50 percent? 

Mr. Sear.tes. The memorandum of understanding contains that 
provision. 

Senator Case. Then the memorandum of understanding does 
include provisions that Webb & Knapp shall have a first opportunity 
to submit a proposal on the 50 percent of the area? 

Mr. SEaRLEs. It does not say “first opportunity; they have an 
opportunity to submit a proposal. 

Senator Symineton. Mr. Searles, previously—not too many min- 
utes ago—you stated that there was no advantage to Webb & Knapp, 
and they have put in an amount of money which you estimate to be 
$500,000; and the only fact that is to their advantage is that you 
would not sell this property during the time that they drew up their 
plans, and that that itself washes out as of next September. 

Under a question from Senator Case, you said that you are going 
to negotiate for 50 percent of the property with Webb & Knapp. 
Does that not mean that you have made that decision in your mind 
that they have an advantage in your mind, which previously, by 
implication at least, you have told us that they did not have? 

Mr. Searves. It intends to negotiate with Webb & Knapp and is 
merely because we know that they are going to make a proposal. 

Senator Symincton. Let me ask you this: Do you mean you are 
going to negotiate with them, exechusively, on 50 percent or with 
anybody that wants to negotiate? 

Mr. Searves. We feel that we are perfectly free to negotiate with 
anybody we decide to negotiate with, but under the memorandum 
of understanding—— 

Senator Symineton. I think I understand your answer to the 
question—your suggestion—but I want it clear. When you say you 
are going to negotiate with Webb & Knapp, you are also going to 
negotiate with anyone else in addition to them you think are reputable 
and you think it would be to the advantage of the city and the local 
interests to negotiate with? 

Mr. SearzEs. Yes, sir; absolutely. Any other proposal which we 
get for that 50 percent, we would certainly intend to negotiate on and 
would do so. 

Senator Symincton. When you say you are going to negotiate with 
Webb & Knapp at the end of this period, you are not implying that 
you are going to negotiate with them exclusively; is that correct? 

Mr. Searues. That is correct. 

Senator Casr. What do you propose to do with the other 50 percent? 

Mr. Searues. As to the actual taking of it; the memorandum of 
understanding does not even say that Webb & Knapp will make a 
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proposal for them, so we do not even know that Webb & Knapp can 
be there to negotiate, and we would again be free to negotiate with 
other people that we could get for the 50 percent 

Senator Hruska. Would they be barred as to negotiation for the 
second 50 percent? 

Mr. Searues. Absolutely not. I think they are absolutely free to 
make a proposal on the area beyond the 50 percent, as well as the 
areas not covered by the memorandum of understanding. That is 
they can compete with anybody else. 

Senator McNamara. Does Webb & Knapp receive anything for 
this half a million dollars that they are spending on this besides this 
l-year privilege beyond what others might get? 

"Mr. SEARLEs. It really is not even a privilege, Senator McNamara. 
It is an opportunity which anybody else could have, too, if they were 
willing to go through what Webb & Knapp is doing to make this 
proposal, to go into the intense studies and the plans and the archi- 
tectural problems and headaches that they are going through in order 
to know what the whole situation is about. Mr. Bush has been 
through it, too. 

Senator Casr. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that possibly, at 
least looking through it from one side, it certainly seems definitely 
to the advantage of the Redevelopment Land Ageney to preserve a 
block so that it would be attractive to proposers, because if you 
started selling any piece here and there you could spoil the idea of a 
plan. 

Mr. Searves. That is right. 

Senator Case. And we cannot overlook the fact that Webb & 
Knapp may be spending quite a bit in order to make a proposal and 
I think it is important to state for the record—and if 1 am wrong, 
vou please correct me—but as a final statement, what you have 
agreed to do is you will not dispose of 50 percent of the area within 
1 year and Webb & Knapp have agreed they are going to submit 
some sort of proposition to you with respect to 50 percent. Is that 
right? 

Mr. Searues. That is correct. There is one other phase that is a 
very aides matter, and that is that any proposal that Webb «& 
Knapp will make—and they feel that the proposal they will make will 
be the most attractive one, that is their feeling —is that the one proposal 
bearing on another, so that the plan they are bidding on is 50 percent 
of a total plan that the other people will be making a proposal on, with 
this addition: We are approving a plan which comes out of Webb & 
Knapp’s proposal for the entire area. So this idea of the overall 
comprehensive plan for the entire southwest area is the outgrowth of 
their making a proposal for 50 percent of the area. 

Senator Case. Does the plan envision, or does their agreement to 
submit a proposal, bind the Government in any way other than build- 
ing of Federal buildings? 

Mr. Searues. It has in there the implication that there should be 
certain buildings in there in order to make the explanade entrance at 
10th Street. 

That was the one case to the plan that is actually in the memoran- 
dum of understanding. The 10th Street traffic plan appears to be 
reaching a solution. The way to erect the public buildings alongside 
it is the subject of the legislation now before you. 


’ 
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Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I think we might as well proceed. 

Senator Hruska. May I have one question? 

Senator Symincton. Certainly, Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. Mr. Searles, are you suggesting that Mr. Zeck- 
endorf believes, or Webb & Knapp believes, they will submit the best 
proposal and you believe they will be right? 

Mr. Searves. We have been open now for a project of this seale for 
a’period of about 5 years and we have been talking to all the best busi- 
ness minds in Washington. We have sought suggestions wherever we 
could find them in this ¢ itv, and in the country as a whole. They feel 
that for this particular type of project there are only about 3 or 4 
firms in the country that have the tremendous resources and skill to 
undertake such a project, and among the leaders in that group are 
Webb & Knapp. 

Senator Hruska. Frankly, that indicates to me that that is pre- 
judged in your own mind. 

Mr. Searves. I do not mean to prejudge it at all. It is a tremen- 
dously complex problem. 

Senator Hruska. I understand that. But if it is going to be held 
as free as you indicate, so that anybody can make a proposal at the 
end of 1 year—but here you say vou are of the opinion that Webb & 
Knapp will submit the best one. 

Mr. Searues. I think it would be fair to say, Senator, if we had not 
believed that in March 1953, we would not have entered this memo- 
randum of understanding. 

Senator Hruska. That is precisely what I am driving at, and it is 
also presumably within the mind of Senator Case here that as a result 
of that memorandum agreement, there has been built up a set of cir- 
cumstances which will eliminate that test of openness apd open con- 
sideration for everyone. 

Maybe we are not on the right track. 

Senator Symincton. What other track could we be on, Mr. Searles? 

Mr. Searues. The plan as used in Detroit where they set it up as 
I have mentioned before, and in New York with the New York Life 
Insurance, they have their great Niolec project; also, in New York, 
the Mayor’s Committee on Slum Clearance Plans, negotiated with 
builders, architects, together, and they have a project on which they 
are working; but that procedure is not true for Washington. 

We might use their procedure in conjunction with Mr. Zeckendorf. 

Senator Symrinecton. Who would be the ones who would decide 
who got this contract? 

Mr. Searues. Those five gentlemen of our board. 

Senator Symrincton. The five on your board? 

Mr. Searues. Yes. 

Senator Syminecton. Three of those are appointed by the District 
Commissioners? 

Mr. Searues. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. And two by the President of the United 
States? 

Mr. SearRuEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. And if there is any skullduggery that is the 
direct responsbility of those men: 2 of those men appointed by the 


President of the United States, and 3 appointed by the Board of 
Commissioners? 
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Mr. Searues. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMincron. You are up here now stating that based on 
what has happened in the last 5 vears, although vou are not in any way 
committed, or the Congress is not in any way committed to Mr. 
Zeckendorf or anybody else, you feel that inasmuch as they have been 
working with you and have been conferring with you, that the chances 
are they might well be the people who get the contract? 

Mr. Searves. They might well be. 

Senator SymincTon. And on the other hand, they might well not be? 

Mr. Searues. And they might well not be, ves, sir. 

Senator Symincton. If these five men decided that thev should not 
be, that would not be based on any commitments at this time. 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Is that your position in answer to questions 
put by Senator Hruska? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir; it is. 

Senator SyMINGTON. You may proceed with your statement. 

Mr. Searztes. Thank you, I will. 

One key element in the evolving Southwest plan is the construction 
of Federal buildings along the 10th Street Mall or esplanade or else- 
where which will be the opening wedge in changing the character of 
the area. 

These public buildings can change the trend of development from 
decline to improvement. It is to assist in the provision of such 
buildings that S. 1290 was introduced. Such buildings will need an 
appropriate setting in Washington and this setting can be created in 
conjunction with a redevelopment project. On the other hand the 
buildings themselves will do much to enhance the values in the rebuilt 
area and will thereby lower the public cost of redevelopment. 

A bill such as S. 1290 can, as has previous Federal legislation, set 
an example for State legislatures. Some of the great redevelopment 
projects in the country today are faced with similar problems. This 
is true in New York. It is true in Philadelphia and Detroit where 
public university buildings are setting the tone for redevelopment 
projects. In Nashville, Tenn., and St. Paul, Minn., an expansion of 
the capital buildings themse lves will influence and be part of the first 
redevelopment projects in those cities. 

There are two amendments to the bill which we would recommend. 
First, section 8 provides that the new buildings shall be tax free and 
that payments in lieu of taxes shall be made equal to the taxes now 
paid by the depressed slum property as it exists on July 1, 1955. 

We recommend that this provision be made consistent with the 
provisions of Public Law 519, the lease-purchase act enacted 2 years 
ago. 

That law makes the structures fully taxable while they are in private 
ownership. Such a change would not only be consistent with the 
policies used in other cities but would also recognize the substantial 
contribution which District citizens must make in order to achieve 
the completion of the Southwest project. 

The Housing Administrator has tentatively reserved the necessary 
loan and grant funds which must be matched by at least a contribution 
by the District. It would appear then both equitable and consistent 
to amend section 8. 

We also recommend an amendment to section 1 which would some- 
what enlarge the area in which the bill could be operative. We 
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would suggest that the bill be permitted to operate in the entire area 
now being planned by the planning commission, Webb & Knapp, 
and other official agencies. 

This area is bounded by 12th Street on the west, Independence 
Avenue on the north, South Capital Street on the east, P Street and 
Maine Avenue on the south. An amendment to enlarge the area 
would permit greater flexibility in the development of a redevelopment 
plan for this area. 

In conclusion our agency sincerely endorses 5. 1290 and applauds 
your chairman and your committee for your recognition of the im- 
portance of urban redevelopment in the Nation’s capital. 

We feel that the bill would make possible in a feasible and economic 
manner the replacement of blighting temporary office buildings with 
modern public buildings which will not only provide efficient office 
space but also assist and be assisted by the redevelopment of a key 
section of our National Capital. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Senator Case, do you have any questions? 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, just a couple questions with respect 
to these proposed amendments. 

You say the Housing Administrator has ultimately reserved the 
necessary loan and grant funds which must be matched at least by 
contributions by the District? 

Mr. Searues. I want to apologize for that, sir. I meant at least 
a one-half contribution. It is one-third of the total or one-half of 
the Federal grant that will be put in by the District of Columbia. 

Senator Case. Would that be loan or grant? 

Mr. Searutes. That would be grant, sir. The loan covers the 
entire cost of our undertaking, which is defrayed by the money we 
get from selling the land and the loss part which is defrayed one-third 
by the District and two-thirds by the Federal Government in the form 
of grants. 

Senator Case. I anticipated that the land would be furnished to 
the developer or would it be sold to him? 

Mr. Searves. It would either be leased or sold, depending upon the 
arrangement which would be most satisfactory financially. We found 
the area B that we received a higher price on a lease basis, we are using 
that arrangement there. 

Senator Casr. Does the District participate in the actual funds for 
the acquisition of this land which you are clearing? 

Mr. SEARLEs. It participates by matching the Federal grant. We 
are acquiring land entirely out of the loan. We will pay back the loan 
from the District’s share and the Federal share and the funds received 
the District’s share in this case are going to be, if permitted under the 
act, it will be in the form of public improvements which are actually 
scheduled in the 10-year improvement plan of the District; so that 
the actual cash we use will come almost entirely from the Federal 
Government with the District’s share being in the form of public 
works. 

Senator Casz. I was just trying to identify how much contribution 
the District was actually going to be making so as to better evaluate 
this proposal that we share taxes which the Government would be ac- 
quiring through what—the amount under a lease-purchase contract? 

Mr. Searwes. We have, of course, presented a schedule of that to 
the Federal Housing Administrator, and it includes a new elementary 
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school, several new parks, some new playgrounds, a verv major trunk 
sewer along Maine Avenue, all of which we can almost charge 100 per- 
cent to this project, and they run somewhere around $8 million, and 
then the 10th Street Mall, we have been able to take one-third of that 
as benefiting the Southwest area, and two-thirds we say is of general 
city benefit and that amounts to another $10 million; so it comes to 
almost $18 million, which will be District’s actual contribution in the 
public works program. 

Senator Case. Will that investment of public funds be taken into 
account in determining the price that you will place on the land that 
will be sold to a private developer? 

Mr. SEARLES. Senator, we are always working to generate the 
highest possible market price that we can get. It is the market for 
the new use, and, of course, that will affect the demand for the land, 
and the actual appraisals. 

Senator Case. It occurs to me that by reason of the grant which 
the Federal Government will make through the Housing Adminis- 
trator by reason of this $10 million worth of improvements that will 
be guaranteed by the District of Columbia that the land that you 
will have to sell will have a considerable depreciation in value, even 
if there is no investment or building by private people or further 
improvement by the Government. 

It seems to me that then when you come to sell that, that the 
Government should take into consideration the amount of public 
funds already invested to enhance the value of the land. 

Mr. Searues. I would like to answer that in two ways; if I could. 
The first one is that in arriving at a final price for the land to be sold 
to Webb & Knapp and anybody else is that the prices would be such 
publicized ones that our agency would want to stand up and see that 
the price would be the best that a shrewd seller would get on the 
open market. 

Senator Case. In a talk I once heard Mr. Zeckendorf give, he told 
how they had improved the value of the land over in the United 
Nations area of New York, and they took the risk. They bought 
the slaughter area—I think that is what it was—and they took the 
risk and went to the expense of clearing and creating a different 
atmosphere and they were clearly in the position of an entrepreneur, 
and they were clearly entitled to the benefits of their enterprise. 

Here if the Government puts itself in the position of the entre- 
preneur—builds the improvements, the roads, the sewers, et cetera 
it seems to me that the Government is entitled to some increased 
value of the land. The land would have an increased value even if 
it did not do any more than just plant grass on it. 

Mr. Seartes. They certainly are entitled to every single nickel of 
increased value that we can generate, and they get it not only because 
we get it back in high cost—in Pittsburgh, for instance, the construe- 
tion of a park at the confluence of the two rivers there, and created 
their great Golden Point. That raised the land values around there 
so much that no public subsidy was needed at all. 

That, of course, is what we would like to see, and this kind of im- 
provement works in that direction, and we will do everything we 
possibly can to get the highest possible price for it. 

Senator Casr. With regard to the second one, you are proposing 
that we enlarge this area. Will that change this figure in acres that 
you gave us a while ago? 
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Mr. Searues. The total would be 527 acres. It is approximately 
150 that is in S. 1290. 

Senator Case. This figure of five hundred-odd acres would be if we 
amend section 1 as you propose; is that correct? 

Mr. SeaRLEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. In other words, it would be 520 against 150. 

Mr. Searues. That is correct. 

Senator Syminctron. Tripled the size—is that your suggestion? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, the only reason for that 

Senator Symineron. | am not asking for the reason. I am just 
asking whether those are the figures. 

Mr. SEARLEs. Yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Have you thought that on the east you ought to 
go over to Eighth Street, instead of stopping at East Capitol Street? 

Mr. Srearues. No, sir. 

Senator Case. Between South Capitol and Eighth, ere there not 
some blocks in there that ought to be included in any federal pro- 
gram? That actually would be getting into Southeast, would it not? 

Mr. Searues. Yes, sir; it would. Certainly some kind of a renewal 
plan to back up and support the rehabilitation that is going on in 
Southeast would be a very desirable thing, but this is really to cover 
the locations and specifications of certain Government buildings as 
to how they might be used. 

Among sites that have properly been thrown out have been Fort 
MeNair and another one in the triangle near the House Office Building. 
This would really avoid the consideration of those sites in connection 
with this bill. 

Senator Cassz. If you carried forward this program for Southwest, 
would not the increased values flow to some of those areas on the east 
side of Southeast? 

Mr. Searues. I would certainly think so; yes, sir. 

Senator Case. Including the east side of South Capitol itself? 

Mr. Searues. There is a substantial amount of second commerce 
along there and the like, south or southeast would be helping South 
Capitol Street. There is a public housing project and some second 
commerce and a school and so the development of the water value 
might not possibly be too strong, but it would certainly help very. 
very much. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, I am speaking only from memory, 
and I am not too sure of some of the locations, but it comes into miy 
mind that there is a block or two of land that is used for wrecking 
‘erews that is used for lumber and other materials—while that is a 
proper industry in a proper place—it occurs to me that once you 
carry out this plan for Southwest Washington and make South 
Capitol Street a boulevard, that the value of that is going to flow to 
such areas as I have mentioned. 

| wondered if there ought not to be incorporated in any program 
like this, some program for acquisition of the areas which will get 
the benefit of this public expenditure. 

If we are going to enlarge the area, we ought to get some recom- 
mendations on that, too. 

Mr. Searuss. | think that certainly should be considered. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Senator McNamara. 

Senator McNamara. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions. 
I have a comment, however. I think the record would appear that 
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Senator Hruska was kind of cut off in his questioning, and | am 
certain it was not the intent of the Chair. 

Senator Symincron. Did you feel that way, Senator, that you 
were cut off? 

Senator Hruska. No, not at all. 

Senator McNamara. I think it is well to get it cleat 

Senator SYMINGTON. Senator, have you any further questions? 

Senator Hruska. No, thank you very much. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Our next witness is Mr. Irving Bryan, Assist- 
ant Corporation Counsel, District Commissioners. 

[ see in the audience the Honorable George Garrett. Would you 
not come up and sit here where you could hear better, Mr. Garrett? 

Mr. Garrett is a member of the Federal City Coun il and has been 
appointed by President Eisenhower to look into this entire matter. 

Mr. Garrett. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SyMinGTON. I saw you on the program yesterday, and I was 
very interested in what you had to say. It is a privilege to have you 
with us. 

Mr. Garrett. I am very glad to be able to be here. Thank you. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Bryan, have you a prepared statement? 

Mr. Bryan. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the 
Commissioners submitted to the committee staff on the day this 
hearing started a letter reporting on S. 1290. That report and a 
number of copies have been turned in to the committee staff and 
assume will be incorporated in the record and it will not be necessary 
for me to read it. 

Senator Symrneron. We would be glad to have you read i As 
I understand it is signed by Mr. Spencer, President of the Board of 
Commissioners, is that correct? 

Mr. Bryan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Would you read it, please. 


STATEMENT OF IRVING BRYAN, ASSISTANT CORPORATION 
COUNSEL, DISTRICT COMMISSIONERS, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


Mr. Bryan. The letter is dated April 26, 1955, and is addressed to 
the Honorable Dennis Chavez, chairman, Committee on Public 
Works, United States Senate, Washington D. C., and reads as follows: 


My Dear Sevator Cuavez: The Commissioners have the honor to report 
on §S. 1290, 84th Congress, a hill “To provice for the construction of certain 
Government buildings in the District of Columbia.” 

8S. 1290 provides that when the District of Colum! ia Redevelopment Land 
Agency has acquired the real property in the area bounded by Independence 
Avenue, G, 12th and 6th Streets, Southwest, the General Services Administration 
may purchase from the Land Agency so much land as may be needed for the 
erection of buil’ings to provide space and buildings for the executive agencies of 
the Government. The land to be acquired would be at cost or market, whic! 
ever is higher, or the acquisition could be accomplished by the exchange of other 
lands in the area owned by the United States. The bill further provides that 
there shall be demolished a temporary Government builcing or buildings of 
approximately the same area of space as is provided in any new building erected 
pursuant to the bill. 

The bill sets forth a procedure similar to that in the Public Buildings Purchase 
Contract Act of 1954, which authorizes the construction of buildings under 
lease-purchase contracts. Land acquisition and contracts made pursuant to the 
bill would require approval by the Committee on Public Works of the Senate 
and House of Representatives. Contracts under the bill could run for no longer 
than 30 years. Such contracts must provide that title to the property constructed 
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thereunder shall vest in the United States at or before the expiration of the con- 
tract term and upon fulfillment of the terms and conditions of the contract. The 
bill also provides that the General Services Administration may exercise the 
authority vested in it by the bill in acquiring land and constructing buildings 
thereon for the Smithsonian Institution, subject to reimbursement by the Insti- 
tution. 


Section 7 of the bill provides that buildings constructed under the act shall 
conform to a plan for the redevelopment of the southwest portion of the District 
of Columbia undertaken under the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 
1945. 

The buildings so constructed shall meet plans and specifications relating to 
the area as may be agreed upon by the Administrator of General Services and 
the Redevelopment Land Agency. Buildings constructed for the Smithsonian 
Institution shall also require approval of the Regents of that Institution. 

It is recommended that the bill be amended as follows: 

(a) Page 1, strike from line 4, ‘‘ac-’’ and lines 5 to 11, inclusive, and page 2, 
strike lines 1 and 2 and the first five words of line 3, and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: ‘‘acquired those pieces of real property situated between Independence 
Avenue, the Washington Channel, and P Street, SW., and between 12th Street, 
SW., and South Capitol Street, in the District of Columbia, which, under the 
approved project area redevelopment plan, are to become sites and approaches 
for the erection of public buildings to provide space and facilities for the accom- 
modations of executive agencies of the Government, the General Services Admin- 
istration is authorized to acquire on behalf of the United States by purchase from 
the Agency, at cost or then current market value, whichever is greater, title to 
said pieces of real property for the purposes aftersaid.”’ 


Senator Symineton. What is the reason for that suggested change? 

Mr. Bryan. To carry out the recommendation of the Redevelop- 
ment Land Agency as was explained by Mr. Searles this morning, to 
enlarge the area which would be covered by this bill so that there would 
be greater flexibility instead of the limited area in which land could be 
transferred or rather sold by the land agency to the General Services, 
and the area in which the buildings could be erected. 

It gives a larger area and, as I say, greater flexibility rather than 
limit it as the bill does to very few blocks. 

Senator Symineton. As I understand it then, the District of Colum- 
bia Commissioners are in agreement with the Redevelopment Land 
Agency as to this project, is that correct? 

Mr. Bryan. They are, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Were you here this morning when we had 
Mr. Searles testify and also Mr. Elliott? 

Mr. Bryan. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. What do you feel the thinking is among the 
Commissioners and among the Board with respect to the right of 
whoever is going to handle the procurement aspect of this matter for 
the Government—what do you think the Commissioners feel as to 
whether or not the procurement officer in question, or those who 
decide on the contract, should have the right to negotiate along with 
the right to operate under competitive bidding only? 

Mr. Bryan. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I have not heard any discus- 
sion of that matter by the Board of Commissioners or any member of 
the Board of Commissioners. 

My guess is they would take the position that that is a Federal 
activity in constructing these buildings. 

Senator Syminecron. Then may I understand from that that you 
do not think they would want to decide or take a position as to 
whether there should be negotiative bidding along with competitive 
bidding? 

Mr. Bryan. As to the construction of the bill, I do not think so. 
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Senator Symineton. Is the construction of the buildings the only 
part which they would not want to take a position on? 

Mr. Bryan. S. 1290, Senator, as I understand the bill, is a bill 
which will authorize the transfer of land from RLA to the GSA for 
the purpose of constructing Federal buildings. 

Senator Syminetron. Would you ask the Board of Commissioners 
of Washington and its president, Mr. Spencer, to write the com- 
mittee a letter as to their position on this particular matter so that 
we can have as much opinion as possible by those who have been 
studying this problem? 

Mr. Bryan. Yes, sir. 

Senator SyMiInGcTton. We would appreciate a letter along those lines. 

Will you proceed with the letter, and then we will proceed with 
the Senators. 

Mr. Bryan. Yes, sir. 

The supplement suggested is: 

(b) strike section 8, and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Src. 8. Any building constructed pursuant to the provisions of this Act 
shall, until title thereto vests in the United States, be subject to annual assess- 
ment and taxation as real property.” 

The first amendment has been suggested by the District of Columbia Redevel- 
opment Land Agency to clarify the language and also to extend the boundaries 
in which Government buildings may be located in the Southwest area. 

The reason for such extension is recognition of the fact that the present ‘“‘plan’”’ 
for the location of such buildings within the Southwest area is merely a tentative 
proposal. To avoid the necessity of asking for amendments in the legislation it 
is felt that the area should be larger than that spelled out in the bill. 

The second amendment is recommended so that the tax treatment of any 
building constructed under contract pursuant to the provisions of the bill will be 
consistent with that given to buildings constructed pursuant to the Publie Build- 
ings Purchase Contract Act of 1954. The amended section 8 would provide that 
any building constructed under a contract authorized by the bill would be subject 
to assessment and taxation until title thereto vests in the United States. 

Thereafter tne building would be exempt from taxation. The land acquired by 
the General Services Administration, on behalf of the United States, would, in ac- 
cordance with existing law, be exempt from taxation from the time when the title 
thereto vested in the United States. 

With the foregoing amendments the Commissioners recommend favorable action 
on the bill. 

The Commissioners have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there 
is no objection on the part of that office to submission of this report to the Con- 
gress, __ 

Yours very sincerely, 
SAMUEL SPENCER, 
President, Board of Commissioners, District of Columbia. 

Senator Symineron. Senator Case, have you any questions that 
you would like to ask Mr. Bryan? 

Senator Case. Have you had an opportunity to examine the 
suggested amendments proposed in the letter of Webb & Knapp 
addressed to the chairman of the committe e, if the committee should 
use the draft proposed by the General Services Administration? 

Mr. Bryan. Senator, I have not seen the amendments proposed 
by Webb & Knapp. 

Senator Casr. That was in a letter of April 29 addressed to the 
chairman and they would prefer to have us proceed under the terms 
of S. 1290, but they would have no objection to the bill provided 
certain amendments were made. 


That appears on the last page of their letter. 
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Senator Symineron. That has to do in effect with the matter that 
we were discussing, does it not, Senator? The question of whether 
the procurement officials should have the right to negotiate a bid as 
well as make it competitive bidding? 

Senator Casr. Also as to whether or not the proposal would be 
submitted to the Committee on Public Works. I suggest that if you 
have not had an opportunity that you look at it later, and after 
looking at it supply comment for the record. 

Mr. Bryan. I will be glad to do so. 

Senator Symincron. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. I do not have any questions of this witness. 

Senator Symineton. Senator Hruska. 

Senator Hruska. No, thank you. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you very much, Mr. Bryan. 

Mr. Bryan. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Symincton. The next witness is Mr. William Cheatham, 
General Counsel of the National Capital Planning Commission. 


STATEMENT OF WILLIAM CHEATHAM, GENERAL COUNSEL, 
NATIONAL CAPITAL PLANNING COMMISSION 


Mr. Curatuam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
committee. 

Mr. Chairman, as you will recall last Thursday after the session was 
over, we explained to you that we thought our chairman Mr. Harland 
Bartholomew was going to arrive the next evening and would be here 
to testify, but due to a necessary change in his plans he was not able to 
get in until somewhere between 11 and 12 this morning, and as I have 
not seen him come in in the last few minutes, I suppose his plane was a 
little late, but except for strictly planning features, I think I can carry 
on during his absence. 

We have transmitted a letter to Senator Chavez, telling of our 
present action and also of the previous action on the bill of the last 
Congress. 

It is this one-page letter that the clerk has just passed around to 
you gentlemen. What is your pleasure? 

Senator Symineton. Would you like to read that? 

Mr. Curatuam. I would be delighted to if you would like me to, 
sir. 

Senator Symineron. Yes. 

Mr. Curatuam. All right.’ The letter is as follows. 

The letter from Harland Bartholomew, Chairman, to Hon. Dennis 
Chavez, chairman, Committee on Public Works, United States 
Senate, dated April 27, 1955: 

My Dear Senator Cuavez: Thank you for referring to this Commission, for 
an expression of its views, S. 1290 (84th Cong., Ist sess.), a bill to provide for the 
construction of certain Government buildings in the District of Columbia. 

Last Congress the Commission considered H. R. 9765, a similar bill introduced 
in the 83d Congress by Representative Auchincloss and adopted a resolution which 
reads as follows: 

“Be it resolved, That the National Capital Planning Commission favors the 
general purposes of the Auchincloss bill (H. R. 9765) but believes that since 
Public Law 519 approved July 22, 1954, the passage of this bill would in fact be a 
duplication of that act and possibly ereate some ambiguities; 

“That in view of the fact that the General Services Administration now has all 
the authority proposed in the bill, except a few minor items, it would seem more 
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advisable for the Congress to consider amending Public Law 519 for the purpose 
of providing authority not now covered by that law rather than pass virtually a 
duplicate and less complete statute; 

“That the National Capital Planning Commission wishe> to take this oppor- 
tunity to suggest to the Congress that any legislation pertaining to the southwest 
redevelopment area, or any part thereof, should be in accord with plans pursuant 
to, and the authority contained in, the National Capital Planning Act of 1952 
and the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945.”’ 

At a recent meeting of the Commission it considered your bill (8S. 1290) and an 
identical bill of this Congress introduced by Mr. Auchincloss (H. R. 1760). The 
current bills are identical in principle to the bill of last Congress. There is one 
minor change of a technical nature. We, therefore, reaffirm our previous action 
making it applicable to your bill and Mr. Auchincloss’ current one. 

The Bureau of the Budget has informed the Commission that it has no objection 
to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely, 
HARLAND BaARTHOLOMEW, Chairman. 

Senator Symineton. The National Capital Planning Commission 
is set up how, Mr. Cheatham? 

Mr. Cueatuam. The chairman of the Senate District Committee 
and the chairman of the House District Committee, the 5 citizens from 
private life appointed by the President and 5 ex officio members who 
are public officials either in the Federal or District Government. 

The five ex officio members are the District of Columbia Engineer 
Commissioner, the Chief of Engineers of the United States Army, the 
Commissioner of Public Buildings, the Commissioner of Public Roads, 
and the Director of the Park Service. 

Senator Symineton. Those are the 12 members of the Commission? 

Mr. CuHeatuHam. That is right, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Does the President appoint the Chairman? 

Mr. Cueatuam. The President designates the Chairman. 

Senator Symincton. How long does the Chairman function as 
chairman? 

Mr. Cueatuam. The current statute, the act of 1952, does not give 
any special term. In other words, the President could leave him in 
for a long period or change him every few months. 

Senator SyMineton. How long is he appointed to the 

Mr. CHEATHAM. Six years. 

Senator Symrneton. Mr. Cheatham, you have heard this discussion 
about the negotiating bidding and the competitive bidding as a right 
of the procurement official or the Board in question, competitive 
bidding exclusively. 

In your letter here you generally confirm the position of General 
Services Administration as of April 27. Are we to infer from that 
that the National Capital Planning Commission believes that only 
competitive bidding should be allowed to develop this project of 
Federal buildings or that it should be negotiated but be permissive of 
competitive bidding? 

Mr. Curatuam. In the previous one last Congress, our Commission 
did not ever discuss or consider that particular phase of the bill. 

Senator SymMinaton. Inasmuch as Mr. Harland Bartholomew who 
has the honor of being a Missourian has probably had as much experi- 
ence in national planning as anybody in the country, I believe the 
committee would be interested in discussing this with him. I have 
not discussed it with him—in fact I have not seen him for a good 
many years; but I think I would like to see him, and discuss with him 
this problem and his recommendations. 
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Senator SyMiIneTon. Senator Case? 

Senator Case. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Cheatham, is 
there any way the National Capital Planning Commission would have 
a review as the law now stands? 

Mr. Cueatuam. Under the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Act, and under our own recent act of 1952, we must adopt any plan 
before it is forwarded by us to the District Commissioners for their 
approval; so the plan must be adopted under the statutory provision 
as a prerequisite to the acquisition of land by the Redevelopment 
Land Agency. 

Senator Cass. So the committee would have the assurance that if a 
plan were set in motion for southwest Washington it would carry the 
stamp of your approval before it could be carried out? 

Mr. CueatHam. Unless something is put in this particular bill 
which would be inconsistent with our present legislation. 

Senator Case. Have you seen anything in the bill or in the substi- 
tute proposed by GSA that would take you out of the picture? 

Mr. Curatuam. I do not believe there is anything for that. There 
certainly is nothing in the bill, and I do not see anything in the 
substitute. 

Senator Casz. Suppose you reexamine it, and in ease you find 
anything, you alert us to that fact. 

Mr. Cueatuam. I will be glad to, sir. 

Senator Cass. One further question: You are familiar with the 
Citizens Advisory Committee which acts as advisers to the District 
Commissioners? 

Mr. Cueatruam. I am, sir. : 

Senator Case. Are you a member of that committee by any chance? 

Mr. CuratHam. NO, sir. 

Senator Case. Have you been a member? 

Mr. Curatruam. No, sir. 

Senator Casr. Have you seen them in operation? 

Mr. Cueatuam. I do not believe I have actually attended one of 
their meetings. I have been to the public hearings that were held on 
the redevelopment project area B, but I have not attended the Citi- 
zens’ Advisory Committee meetings. 

Senator Casr. The legislation of this character and the lease- 
purchase bill has generally provided for review of these projects by the 
Committees on Public Works of the House and the Senate, and I note 
that in the amendments that Webb & Knapp have suggested for the 
proposed bill, they would provide that the second sentence of sec- 
tion 411 (e) will not be applied to project contracts. 

Looking at it just quickly, it occurs to me that that would remove 
the field of contracting by the RLA from the review of this committee. 
As far as I am personally concerned, I have no desire to review any 
project proposals or contract proposals or anything of the sort, but I 
do think it might be desirable for them to be reviewed by somebody. 

There is a principle to be preserved. Would you support it if we 
have special legislation on this to have the Citizens’ Advisory Com- 
mittee review the contract before it became effective? 

Mr. Cueatuam. Before I can answer that ‘‘yes” or “no’’—that 
would pertain only to contracts for the construction of the Federal 
buildings, as I understand it. 
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Am I right in thinking that? In other words, it would not pertain 
to any of the other contracts that the Redevelopment Land Agency 
might enter into. 

Senator Cass. It would not apply, certainly, to private buildings. 
It would not apply to other work of the Redevelopment Land Agency, 
but it would amount to what would amount to the authorization of a 
lease purchase of a building by the Government in which the District 
of Columbia was participating to the extent of its contribution at 
least? 

Mr. Cueatuam. I feel that is more in the ambit of General Services 
Administration, and I sort of hesitate to try to answer that, sir, and 
maybe speak out of the scope of our authority. 

Senator Case. All right. That is all. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. No. 

Senator SyMInGTon. Senator Hruska? 

Senator Hruska. No questions. 

Senator Symincron. Thank you very much, Mr. Cheatham. 

Mr. Cueatuam. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator SyminGcron. Is there anybody who would like to speak for 
or against this bill at this time? 

Senator Cass. I would like to direct a question to Mr. Reynolds. 
I see he is in the room. 

Senator Symrineton. Fine. Before you do that, Senator Case, | 
would like to put into the record, as if read, a letter from Leonard 
Carmichael, Secretary of the Smithsonian Institution, to the chairman 
of the committee, dated April 26, 1955. 

(The letter from Leonard Carmichael, Secretary, Smithsonian 
Institution, to Hon. Dennis Chavez, chairman, Committee on Public 
Works, United States Senate, dated April 26, 1955:) 

My Dear Mr. Cuavez: Reference is made to your letter of March 5, 1955, 
and to my acknowledgment letter of March 8, 1955, regarding your bill, 8. 1290, 
a bill to provide for the construction of certain Government buildings in the 
District of Columbia. 

_ Though the Smithsonian Institution has no objection to the proposed legisla- 
tion insofar as it is designed to eliminate temporary buildings and to promote the 
redevelopment of the southwest area of Washington, we do wish to call special 
attention to the following two provisions in the bill: 

_ Section 3. “The authority herein vested in the General Services Administra- 
tion may be exercised by that Administration for the account and benefit of the 
Smithsonian Institution subject to reimbursement of General Services Adminis- 
tration by Smithsonian Institution for all costs incurred by said Administration 
for the account of the Smithsonian Institution.” : 

Section 7 (lines 20 through 23). ‘“‘* * * except that such buildings as may be 
constructed for the use and account of the Smithsonian Institution shall require, 
im addition, the approval of the Regents of the Smithsonian Institution.” 

We are impelled to urge that your committee strike the above statements 
from S. 1290 for the following reasons: 

1. The bill constitutes general legislation to facilitate the construction of office 
accommodations for executive agencies now housed in temporary structures, 
The Smithsonian Institution is not involved in this problem at the present time. 
Therefore, we do not feel that it should be singled out from all other agencies to 
reimburse the General Services Administration for all costs incurred by said 
Administration for the account of the Smithsonian Institution. According to 
8. 1290, no other executive agency is so required. 

2. “"e wish to make certain that present or future plans of the Board of Regents 
for the construction of museum buildings for the Smithsonian Institution do not 
become involved in programs for the redevelopment of substandard areas in the 
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District of Columbia which have no relation to the future building needs of the 
Institution. 


3. It is our considered opinion that it would be neither feasible nor practicable 
for the Institution to adapt its proposed museum buildings to a development plan 
that contemplates solely the construction of permanent office buildings to replace 


temporary structures erected during World War II on vacant Government-owned 
land. 

This report has been submitted to the Director of the Bureau of the Budget, 
and he advised us that there would be no objection to the presentation of the 
proposed report to the Congress, with the understanding that such clearance 
does not involve any commitment as to the relationship of the proposed legislation 
to the program of the President. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEeonARD CARMICHAEL, Secretary. 


STATEMENT OF W. E. REYNOLDS, CONSULTING ENGINEER, FOR 
WEBB & KNAPP, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Senator Case. Mr. Reynolds, you are familiar with this letter by 
Webb & Knapp addressed to Chairman Symington under date of 
April 29, are you not? 

Mr. Reynotps. Yes. 

Senator Casr. I wanted to ask you a number of questions on the 
amendments to be offered to the draft of the General Services Ad- 
ministration. Why did Webb & Knapp suggest that the requirement 
for approval by the congressional committees be eliminated? 

Mr. Reyno.tps. They do not, Senator. They ask only that the 
Administrator of General Administration, when he submits his 
prospectus of contracts that he be not required to make a statement 
referred to in section 4 (c) of section 411 (e) of the bill. 4 (c) of the 
section referred to is this: 

A statement by the Administrator of the General Services Administration 
that suitable space owned by the Government is not available and that suitable 


rental space is not available at a price commensurate with that to be afforded 
through the contract proposed; * * * 


Senator Case. That goes to paragraph D of the amendments, does 
it not? 

What about paragraph F, or where it is that the second sentence 
of section 411 (e) and so forth do not apply to proposed contracts for 
buildings in the southwest portion of the District of Columbia? 

The second sentence is that one which relates to congressional re- 
view, is it not? It may be that you merely want to get away from 
that 3-year limitation. 

Mr. Reyno.ps. That is right. 

Senator Casr. Would it be possible to get away from the limitation 
in 3 years without eliminating the committee approval? 

I see no objection to giving you additional time because a year has 
already elapsed of the Lease-Purchase Act. We could give you an 
additional year or an additional 2 or 3 years if you want it. 

Mr. Ruynotps. The references that are in our amendments here in 
this last paragraph (f), we say ““The second sentence of section 411 (e) 
and also the last sentence of section 411 (a), except for the provision 
in such sentence requiring equal annual payments for the amortization 
of principal with interest thereon, shall not apply to purchase contracts 
for buildings within the southwestern portion of the District of 
Columbia.” 
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Senator Cass. The second sentence of section 411 is the one that 
calls for committee approval, is it not? 

Mr. Reyno.tps. I would like to ask Mr. Sheriff about that. 

Senator SyMinGTon. Will you identify yourself? 

Mr. Suerirr. I am Seymour Sheriff, of counsel for Webb & Knapp. 
The purpose was solely to eliminate the 3-year period in order that 
there might be time to get that approval. Webb & Knapp hopes 
that committee approval will be required. 

Senator Case. With respect to your suggested paragraph (e), you 
say “in transmitting the prospectus required by section 411 with 
respect to any proposed purchase contract for a building within the 
southwestern portion of the District of Columbia, the Administrator 
shall not be required to include the statement referred to in subdivi- 
sion (4) of section 411 (e).” 

That is merely to eliminate the statement that it comes within the 
$500,000 limitation? 

Mr. Reynotps. That is only within the question of suitable space, 
the determination of what is suitable space in the first instance, a very 
difficult one under the present law. 

If it is comparable space, you could make a definition very much 
easier than to say “‘suitable.”’ 

Senator Case. I can recognize the difference between the situation 
here and the situation generally. As far as I am concerned, I have 
no further questions if that is what is referred to. 

Senator Symington. Senator McNamara? 

Senator McNamara. No questions. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you very much, Mr. Reynolds. If 
there are no further witnesses, the committee is adjourned. 

(Thereupon, at 12:10 p. m., the committee was adjourned, subject 
to the call of the Chair.) 























CONSTRUCTION OF CERTAIN GOVERNMENT BUILDINGS 
IN THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


MONDAY, MAY 16, 1955 


Unirep States SENATE, COMMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Pusiic BuripInGs AND Grounpbs, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 2:35 p. m., in room 412, Senate Office 
Building, Senator Stuart Symington (chairman of the subcommittee) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Symington (presiding), Case and Neuberger. 

Senator Syminaton. We will call the hearing to order. 

Is Mr. Morris Kanfer here? 

Mr. Kanrer. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symincton. Good afternoon, do you want to sit up here? 

Mr. Kanrer. Thank you. 

Senator SyMIncTON. Have you got a written statement? 

Mr. Kanrer. Yes, | have. 

Senator Symincton. How long is it? 

Mr. Kanrer. Oh, six pages or so, it will not take me very long to 
read it. 

Senator Symincton. What is it? About 15 minutes? 

Mr. Kanrer. That is all. 

Senator Symincton. Do you want to read it? 

Mr. Kanrer. Yes, please. 

Senator Symineton. All right. 


STATEMENT OF MORRIS KANFER, ATTORNEY, A MEMBER OF 
THE LAW FIRM OF MURPHY & KANFER 


Mr. Kanrer. My name is Morris Kanfer, I am a member of the 
law firm of Murphy & Kanfer. 

Mr. Chairman, I desire to make certain observations on 8. 1290 re- 
lating to the proposed redevelopment of southwest Washington. 

It would appear from newspaper reports and editorial comment that 
the so-called Zeckendorf plan for the redevelopment of Sout’iwest 
Washington is not only desirable but has encountered no opposition 
from the Washington community. 

Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I believe that the Webb & Knapp organi- 
zation has done such an excellent public relations job identifying itself 
with slum clearance, a project which everyone favors in principle, 
that the citizens and property owners of Washington have been dis- 
armed to a point where no one has appeared before this committee to 
analyze whether the Washington community can absorb the impact of 
a $500 million development in one small section of the city. 

I respectfully submit that there are three major objections to S. 
1290 which should preclude its enactment. 
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First, Mr. Chairman, I agree with the statements expressed by 
Senator Case at the first hearing of the subcommittee on this bill 
whereby he questions the wisdom of congressional legislation to direct 
the General Services Administration to negotiate for the construction 
of office buildings in the Southwest area with any one builder or under 
circumstances which would give any one builder a preference over 
other builders in the area. 

Senator Symineron. Just a minute. If I may interrupt you there. 
There is no intention to have the General Services Administration 
negotiate with only one builder unless the General Services Adminis- 
tration believes that it is to the best interests of the city to negotiate 
with a particular builder. They can negotiate with all of them. If 
you intend criticism, it is criticism of the future actions of the General 
Services Administration, an executive branch of the Government, not 
a criticism of the bill. 

Mr. Garrett, will you come up here and have a seat at the table. 

Mr. Garrett. Thank you, sir. 

Senator Symington. Do you not agree to that? 

Mr. Kanrer. Well, I was merely paraphrasing Senator Case’s 
statement here for the purpose of this record as I heard it and inter- 
preted it. If I am wrong I will correct it, but I thought I was quoting 
him—not quoting him but paraphrasing. 

Senator Symrneron. Let us get the point straight. If we give per- 
mission to the General Services Administration to negotiate with any 
firm that they want to, we are not directing them to negotiate with a 
particular firm, are we? 

Mr. Kanrer. That is correct, but there is some language in the bill 
as first written which seems to indicate that Zeckendorf would have 
a inside track on it. Of course, that is a matter of interpretation of 
the bill. 

Senator Symineton. If the General Services Administration felt it 
was to the interest of the Government to have the Zeckendorf firm, 
as you call it, or any other firm get the business you would think 
that was the proper thing to do, would you not? 

Mr. Kanrer. Well, I am not prepared to say whether I think it 
is proper for any Government agency to negotiate when public 
bidding has been the pattern for protecting the public’s interest. 

Furthermore, I believe that the General Services Administration 
have expressed their views that they would prefer to have public 
bidding rather than negotiation. 

Senator Symineron. Have you seen the letter written by the 
Bureau of the Budget on that? 

Mr. Kanrer. I have heard the letter read here, the first hearing 
when a representative of the General Services Administration testified. 
Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Will you proceed? 

Mr. Kanrer. Yes, sir. 

Secondly, Congress should not assume the role of planners and 
direct the location of Government office buildings in any particular 
area within the District of Columbia without regard to the impact 
such a concentration might have upon traffic and security measures 
with which the civil defense is primarily concerned. 

Third, this bill would, in effect, be a green light to proceed with 
the construction of $500 million in buildings and improvement of 
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which, according to Mr. Zeckendorf’s testimony, $100 million would 
represent Government, buildings and $400 million private invest- 
ments in housing and commercial facilities. 

Now, Mr. Chairman, let us consider in inverse order, these three 
objections. 

With respect to the need for new Government buildings there can 
be no dispute. Approximately 40,000 Government personnel are 
housed in temporary buildings which should have been demolished 
vears ago. However, that does not necessarily mean that the new 
public buildings to house the present occupants of the temporary 
buildings should be concentrated in the Southwest area. Such build- 
ings as may be required should, in my opinion, be distributed through- 
out the District of Columbia or on the periphery of the city, wherever 
suitable locations may be selected with regard to the convenience and 
the residences of the Government personnel presently housed in the 
temporary buildings. 

It was my privilege to testify before the House and Senate Sub- 
committees on Public Buildings early in 1951 when the committee 
then had under consideration a bill authorizing the General Services 
Administration to construct Federal buildings outside of the District 
of Columbia, but in the vicinity thereof and accessible thereto. 

Mr. W. E. Reynolds, then Commissioner of Public Buildings, 
sponsored that bill and had he been successful there probably would 
be no basis for the so-called Zeckendorf plan to locate Government 
buildings in the Southwest area today. 

Modesty prevents me from claiming that my testimony in opposi- 
tion to that bill contributed to its defeat. However, the basis for 
my opposition at that time is equally applicable to my opposition 
today. At that time I stated, in effect, that new Government office 
buildings should be constructed on the periphery of Washington 
wherever the terrain would permit the construction of self-contained 
bombproof shelters for the protection of the Government personnel 
in the event of need. The civil defense people and the National 
Security Resources Board, of which Senator Symington was the head 
at that time, had approved the principle of dispersal, decentralization 
and underground protective space as the proper means of obtaining 
greater security for Government personnel and thus permitting the 
continuity of Government functions in the event of attack. 

Mr. Chairman, nothing has happened in the international situation 
to justify changing that basic policy at this time. 

Senator Symincton. You mean that the requirements for decen- 
tralization with respect to the danger of nuclear attack are no different 
today from what they were 5 years ago? 

Mr. Kanrer. Well, the difference is that you have the H bomb 
today; but the need for underground protective shelter, I think, 
certainly is greater today that it was. 

Senator Symincron. You said something about dispersion. You 
mentioned this to me when you came to see me in my office some days 


0. 

Mr. Kanrer. That is right. 

Senator Symineron. Did your statement infer that there is no 
change in the problem of dispersion now from what it was 5 years ago? 


_ Mr. Kanrer. Only that the need for dispersion is greater now than 
it was 5 years ago. 
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Senator SymineTon. How frr are you going to disperse? 

Mr. Kanrer. That is a matter for the experts to decide. 

Senator Symineron. If you have to disperse 50 miles do you want 
to have people commuting 50 miles? 

Mr. Kanrer. No, I am not in favor of that. I still have hope that 
the administration and the Members of Congress and the State Depart- 
ment will be able to lessen the international tensions and that there 
will be no real necessity for any such a thing. 

Senator Symineton. Then you do not need dispersion at all? 

Mr. Kanrer. That is correct. However, it seems to me that when 
Government is embarking upon a program of spending $100 million 
or more for Government buildings it would make good sense to provide 
self-contained bombproof shelters within those buildings so that they 
will afford some protection. 

Senator Symineton. Let us not talk about bombproof shelters 

Mr. Kanrer. That is what I am talking about principally, Senator. 

Senator Symincton. That is what you said here. 

Mr. Kanrer. I was merely quoting the National Securities Re- 
sources Board as of that time. 

Senator Syminetron. You could have underground protective space 
in Southwest Washington, could you not? 

Mr. Kanrer. If we do then I think my testimony will have con- 
tributed in a very material way to the program. 

Senator Symineton. I am only following you from the standpoint 
of what you said in the beginning, where you seem to be against this 
development in southwest Washington. As I understood it, you were 
interested in some properties that were farther out from Washington 
from the standpoint of dispersion. 

Mr. Kanrer. Not further out. Iam interested in properties in the 
district of Washington and immediately outside of Washington in 
Forrest Glenn and Montgomery County, within 3 miles of Washing- 
ton, so dispersal would not help me whatsoever in that respect. I am 
endeavoring to give you my views. 

Senator Symineton. What do you mean dispersion would not help 

ou? 
fs Mr. Kanrer. You are implying a dispersion of great distances 
might be of help to the property. 

Senator Symineton. I am telling you what you told me, that you 
were interested in some properties that were farther out. You told 
me that when you came to see me. All I am saying is, How far out are 
your properties? 

Mr. Kanrer. Well, my properties are both in the District of Colum- 
bia and within 3 miles of the District line so that does not meet any 
program of dispersal at any great distance. 

Senator Symincton. Well, you know with the new hydrogen bomb, 
the area of complete devastation is so great that dispersion in this 
issue would be of relatively secondary importance. 

Mr. Kanrer. I think you are correct, but if I—you will see that 
I am not opposing this plan on the basis of dispersal. 

Senator Symineton. Generally, we do not have a person read a 
statement unless it is submitted 48 hours before the committee meets. 
That is the only reason I do not know what is in your statement. If 
I have touched on something that you cover later, will you excuse me. 

Mr. Kanrsr. That is right, thank you. 
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Now, resuming what I was trying to say that nothing has happened 
in the international situation to justify changing that basic policy at 
this time: I will qualify that now to meet the observation you made 
that I am not referring to dispersal. 

I had offered to construct such a building with underground bomb 
shelters on my property on the east side of Connecticut Avenue near 
Albermarle Street, part of which site is presently occupied by the 
Brandywine Apartments. I suggested that the bill which Mr. 
Reynolds then sought should be amended to permit the General 
Services Administration to enter into a long-term lease which would 
facilitate obtaining the mortgage financing to construct such a 
building. 

Mr. Reynolds then opposed the construction of new office build- 
ings within the District. On February 8, 1951, he testified before 
the Subcommittee on Public Works of the House (which was con- 
sidering H. R. 1728) and stated as follows: 

The buildings to be built from now on, with the possible exception of the com- 
pletion of the State Department building we will say, at 21st and Virginia which 
is only now the head house, should be in the peripheral areas. 

I recognize, of course, that Mr. Reynolds is no longer in Govern- 
ment service, but has appeared before this committee in his private 
capacity as a consultant to the Webb & Knapp organization in sup- 
port of S. 1290 and in support of the so-called Zeckendorf plan for 
the redevelopment of the Southwest area. 

It is proposed to construct housing, private office buildings, and 
commercial centers in the Southwest area in the expectation that 
Government employees who would be working in the office build- 
ings in that area would move to the new housing in the Southwest 
area so that they might be able to walk to work. 

Has anyone submitted to this committee a survey to indicate where 
the present occupants of the temporary buildings reside? Is there 
any reason to believe that people who have established homes in the 
Northwest and in the peripheral areas of the District would wish to 
uproot their families from neighbors and friends to fill the large number 
of dwellings in houses, garden-type and elevator-type apartments which 
Mr. Zeckendorf proposes to build in the Southwest area? Has anyone 
submitted any statistics to show what impact such a large concentra- 
tion of apartments and office buildings in the Southwest area might 
have upon the existing and established residential and office areas 
throughout the city of Washington? It is common knowledge that 
vacancies in both office buildings and apartment houses now exist 
throughout the entire city and some of the real-estate owners and 
managers predict an unhealthy surplus of both as soon as those proj- 
ects presently under construction are completed. 

Under those circumstances, would Mr. Zeckendorf consider it 
prudent for this firm to undertake large-scale office building and 
apartment house construction in the city of Washington with private 
finances, entirely apart from the proposed Government buildings in 
the Southwest area? I have a very high regard for Mr. Parkendlent ’s 
business ingenuity and, therefore, conclude that he would not be willing 
to sponsor with private financing the construction of any such large- 
scale office buildmg and apartment house venture as he proposes for 
the Southwest area to be financed under Federal Housing guaranties, 
unless he also obtains the exclusive right to build Government projects. 
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The second objection to the enactment of this bill is based primarily 
on the fact that Congress is too burdened with its normal tasks of 
running the Government to undertake the study of city planning and 
it certainly should not enact any bill to direct the concentration of 
Government buildings in any one area without undertaking a com- 
prehensive planning study. The National Planning Commission had 
previously indicated its objection to a further concentration of Gov- 
ernment office buildings in an area where more than 15,000 Govern- 
ment employees presently work. The Civil Defense people have 
traditionally been opposed to concentration of Government buildings 
in the downtown area of Washington for civil defense reasons, and the 
National Security Kesources Board in 1951 approved the principle 
of dispersal, decentralization, and underground protective space as 
the proper means of obtaining greater security for Government 
personnel. 

Although the Office of Defense Mobilization now appears to have 
no objection to the location of Government buildings in the Southwest 
area, it specifically excluded, however, such Government facilities 
which are concerned with national defense. 

In view of the foregoing, is it not obvious that this committee 
should hesitate to assume the responsibility for concentrating further 
Government office buildings in the Southwest area since that is a job 
which can best be performed by the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission in conjunction with the Regional Commission and the specific 
Government agencies concerned with the need for office space? 

The last objection relates to congressional policy, and I certainly 
shall not assume the role of an expert in that field. However, many 
people would agree with the views expressed by Senator Case of South 
Dakota questioning the advisability of enactment of legislation to 
direct a Government agency to negotiate with any one firm of 
builders or under circumstances where one firm might be given an 
advantage over other builders. 

Senator Symincron. What makes you feel that any legislation that 
has been considered here directs the executive branch of the Govern- 
ment to do anything? 

Mr. Kanrer. I read the bill and the bill ties in the program with 
the program of the Resettlement Agency. The Resettlement Agency’s 
program is, at the present time, one of negotiating only with Mr. 
Zeckendorf’s firm for the reason that they had agreed not to negotiate 
or dispose of the land for a period of a year and that since has been 
extended another 6 months. 

Senator Symineton. Let me ask you my question again. You say 
here that this legislation directs a Government agency to negotiate 
with a particular firm. I thought all we were doing was permitting 
a Government agency either to negotiate a bid or to employ competi- 
tive bids, is that not correct? 

Mr. Kanrer. Well, I think that language is in the bill, but there is 
other language in the bill which would give Mr. Zeckendorf, by reason 
of the fact that he has been working on the plans for the Resettlement 
Agency, the exclusive rights. 

Senator Symineton. You say here the last objection relates to 
congressional policy, and then you go on and imply that the Govern- 
ment is directing the executive branch to negotiate with one firm of 
builders. Is it not true that all we are doing is getting permissive 
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legislation so that they can negotiate with 1, 2, or 3, or 20, or have 
competitive bidding? 

Mr. Kanrer. I think that is correct; but the second portion of 
that paragraph says: 

* * * or under circumstances where any one bidder would have an advantage 

over another. 
And I think under the circumstances, it is obvious from the history 
of the negotiations between the Resettlement Agency and the Webb 
& Knapp firm that they would have the advantage over others if 
this bill were passed. 

Senator Symineton. And how would you prevent them having 
what you say is an advantage over others? 

Mr. Kanrer. Public bidding. 

Senator SyMINGTON. Strictly competitive bidding? 

Mr. Kanrer. Yes, so that others might be— 

Senator Symincton. And suppose that the people in the Admin- 
istration thought it would be to the best interest of the city if they 
had negotiated bidding, then what would you do if it prevented 
negotiated bidding? 

Mr. Kanrer. Well, I say further on in the statement that there 
are circumstances under which it is conceivable that negotiated con- 
tracts would be in the best interests of the Government but that I 
submit that the building of office buildings is not such an incident. 
I do cover that later on, Senator. 

Senator SymineTon. All right, go ahead. 

Mr. Kanrer. Then I went on to say that it was our adherence to 
the competitive system of private industry that made our capitalistic 
system successful and our Nation strong. While there may be cir- 
cumstances occasionally to justify the giving of a private contract on 
a negotiated basis with restrictive features te p otect the Government’s 
interest, I respectfully submit that the struction of some office 
buildings is not such a circumstance. 

Finally, I wish to direct the comm'ttee’ ttention to the fact that 
slum clearance and resettlement ot cne people presently living in 
dilapidated and uninhabitable homes should not be confused with 
the Zeckendorf redevelopment program. There is, in fact, nothing 
in common between the two projects. The builders or developers 
come in to purchase the land which had been vacated by people forced 
out of the area—generally people of a low-income group bordering on 
poverty. The economic problems of these people are not solved by 
eee the Southwest area with luxury-type apartment houses and 
office buildings. To some extent their conditions are worsened in 
that they are uprooted from the community, such as it is, in which 
they live. I believe this committee might wish to consider the need 
for low cost or public housing to replace the inhabitants of so-called 
slums. It is not fair to identify the Zeckendorf plan with slum clear- 
ing, since that plan contributes nothing toward solving the problems 
of poverty, disease, and crime with which these people are afflicted. 

he southwest area should be developed on a much more modest 
scale than that visualized by the present plan, but public office build- 
ings, if any, should be constructed by the General Services Adminis- 
tration under its present authority by contracting on the basis of 
public bids. Elevator type of luxury apartment houses should be 
entirely eliminated from the Southwest area as being unsuitable for 
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such structures, unnecessary and economically unsupportable at the 
present time in the Washington area. Some private residential hous- 
ing, both single residence and garden type, might be advantageously 
considered, but the principal character of the development should be 
as a civic center consisting of a convention hall, stadium, opera house, 
parks, and recreationalareas. It would be highly desirable to set aside 
approximately 100 acres for park lands to replace an equal number of 
acres of other park lands which eventually must be taken for construc- 
tion of a parkway through Rock Creek Park to facilitate the movement 
of normal traffic from downtown Washington into Maryland as well 
as evacuation in the event of need. 

In closing, I wish to thank Senator Symington and the other mem- 
bers of this committee for the opportunity of presenting my views, 
with the hope that I have been helpful. 

(A supplemental statement by Mr. Kanfer is as follows:) 


Murpny & KAnrer, 
Washington 5, D. C., May 10, 1955. 
Hon. Srvartr SyMINncTON, 

Senator from Missourt, 

Senate Office Building, Washington 25, D. C. 


My Dear Senator: I enclose herewith a statement in opposition to some phases 
of S. 1290 relating to the proposed southwest development within the Districtjof 
Columbia. 

I regret that I was not advised of the resumption of the hearings by the sub- 
committee, and am therefore submitting this statement to be included as part of 
the record. 

However, should the Senate Public Works Subcommittee on Publie Buildings 
and Grounds decide to hold another hearing, I would welcome the opportunity of 
presenting my views and amplifying the enclosed statement. 

Respectfully vours, 
Morris KANFER. 


STATEMENT BY Morris KANFER IN RE LEASE-PuRCHASE BIL (S. 1290) 


I requested of Senator Symington an opportunity to be heard in opposition to 
certain aspects of 8. 1290, but I missed attending the second session of the hearings 
and, therefore, respectfully request that this statement be made part of the 
hearing record. If the committee should hold another hearing, I would still like 
the opportunity of testifying. 

I desire to emphasize that I, along with many thousands of other civie minded 
people, am in favor of slum clearance. However, slum clearance does not neces- 
sarily involve the construction of $500 million worth of public and private build- 
ings in the southwest area of a city the size of Washington, since its economy 
would be seriously and adversely affected by so overwhelming a construction 
program. 

A recently constructed large apartment project located across the river from 
the Lincoln Memorial is an outstanding example of the builder’s disregard of the 
city’s capacity to absorb so large a project during a period when vacancies in 
luxury-type apartment buildings are manifesting themselves throughout the area. 

If the southwest slum clearing project involved merely a replacement of new 
homes for the dilapidated buildings for the people who are presently living there, 
it would have no effect upon the real estate economy in the area. However, that 
is not the plan. The moving out of a slum area of the lowest of our income group 
to more suitable locations and quarters will not materially lessen the degree of 
disease, poverty, and crime which will follow to a large extent the group wherever 
they may be resettled, unless some economic assistance by way of jobs or other- 
wise, is given. 

The clearing of portions of the southwest area of undesirable dwellings affords 
the District of Columbia an excellent opportunity of dedicating large areas for a 
civic center consisting of a conventional hall, stadium, opera house, parks, and 
recreational areas. In fact, it would be prefereable to dedicate approximately a 
hundred acres to park lands to replace an equal amount of Rock Creek park lands 
which may be needed for the construction of a parkway through Rock Creek Park 
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to facilitate normal traffic as well as evacuation in the event of need, from down- 
town Washington into Maryland. 

I agree with Senator Case that Congress should not, as a matter of policy, direct 
the General Services Administration to negotiate for the construction of public 
buildings in the southwest area with any one builder, or under circumstances where 
any one builder might obtain a preference over other builders by reason of his 
earlier cooperation with the Resettlement Agency. In any event, this proposed 
project is too ambitious an undertaking for any one location within the District. 
It would result in an unhealthy gravitation away from other established commer- 
cial and apartment house areas, resulting in a dangerous proportion of vacancies 
in both the established areas and in the southwest area. Since the housing phase 
of the proposed development is to be financed under guaranties by the Federal 
Housing Administration, the project could conceivably result in sizable losses to 
the Federal Government. 

The best test of the need for large-scale housing in the southwest area would 
be if a builder were willing to put in his own money and obtain conventional 
financing without FHA guaranties. The builder’s willingness to do so would 
be a demonstration of his faith and confidence in the economic justification for such 
a project. His unwillingness to do so should be a flag of caution to Congress 
and the District before committing them to an irrevocable program of this nature. 

The recent withdrawal of the Bush Construction Co. from the proposed develop- 
ment of the 76-acre tract of section B of the southwest area is strong evidence 
of the economic impracticability of the plan. Despite the fact that development 
was to be financed under Federal Housing guaranties, the builder was unwilling 
to commit any sizable amount of his own equity financing. Congress should 
consider the utilization of this 76-acre area recently acquired by the District and 
Federal Government for park purposes in exchange for a similar amount of 
acreage for the inevitable parkway to be constructed through Rock Creek Park 
extending from the downtown area to the Montgomery County line. 

Respectfully submitted. 


Morris KANFER. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you very much, Mr. Kanfer. Have 
you any other thoughts that you would like to give the committee? 

Mr. Kanrer. Well, the constructive suggestions that I am seeking 
to make I believe, upon reflection, you will find they are constructive, 
is that the entire plan should be reduced in scope because with all 
due respect to the Zeckendorf organization, they could be coming in 
here and they would be building a project of such magnitude that it 
would unbalance the economic picture of this district with respect to 
other real estate. 

Senator Symineron. These luxury apartment houses, would they 
be public buildings? 

Mr. Kanrer. No, private. 

Senator Symineton. So, if they were built with private capital, 
private capital would be taking the risk? 

Mr. Kanrer. Except they are under FHA under the proposal. 

Senator Symineron. So are many others. 

Mr. Kanrer. No, Brandywine was not built under FHA financing, 
and many others were not. 

Senator Symrneton. You mean there have not been any other 
apartment houses built with FHA money? 

Mr. Kanrer. There were many, but not all of them. There were 
many. The best test, really, would be if any builder thought that 
there was a need for additional luxury-type buildings and go out and 
build them today with his own financing, well, that w ould be fine. 

Senator SyYMINGTON. You say in your statement that you have 100 


acres of park lands that would be set apart. Where would you get 
those 100 acres? 
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Mr. Kanrer. Out of this 400-some-odd acres which the District 
or the Government will own anyway. 

Senator Symineton. This is the slum clearance? 

Mr. Kanrer. Yes. 

Senator Symineron. You protested moving the people now. 
Where do you want them to live? 

Mr. Kanrer. I think you misunderstood the import of my state- 
ment. I am not protesting the movement of those people. 

Senator Symineton. Oh, I thought you said that their conditions 
would be worsened if they did not build a certain type of low-income 
housing. I was just wondering where you wanted those people to live. 
Where would they live if you put this area into parks? 

Mr. Kanrer. I do not want to be misunderstood, and I want to 
reiterate. I am not opposed to the slum clearing program of the 
Southwest area. What I do oppose is what follows the slum clearing 
and that is the proposal to concentrate $500 million worth of buildings 
of which $100 million would be Government buildings and $400 million 
private buildings. 

With respect to the plight of the people who live there, I think it is 
obvious that some provision should be made to find them some suitable 
quarters. 

Senator Symineton. Whether you put it into buildings or whether 
you put it into parks, right? 

Mr. Kanrer. I do not follow that at all. 

Senator Symineron. Whether you use the land for parks or whether 
you use the land for buildings? 

Mr. Kanrer. That is correct, regardless of what you do with the 
land after you clear the slums 

Senator Symineton. I think I understand. 

Mr. Kanrer. Is entirely separate and apart. I think there is, in 
the public mind, a confusion between a plan to redevelop an area and 
slum clearance. You can slum clear and take the bulldozer and level 
SaaS Te is the end of slum clearing. What you are going 
to do 

Senator Symineron. Thank you, Mr. Kanfer. We will make your 
statement, of course, a part of the record. We appreciate your coming. 

Mr. Kanrer. Thank you for the opportunity to testify. 

Senator Symineron. Is there anybody here who wou d like to be 
heard in this matter? 

Mr. Bauer. Senator, I believe you have a letter from me requesting 
to be heard. 

Senator Symineron. What is your name? 

Mr. Bavsr. Charles J. Bauer. 

Senator Symineton. Have you got a prepared statement? 

Mr. Bauer. I do, you have it there. 

Senator Symineron. How long is it? 

Mr. Bauer. It is not as long as my predecessor’s. 

Senator Symington. Will you proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF CHARLES J. BAUER, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
BUILDING OWNERS AND MANAGERS ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Baver. Mr. Chairman, my name is Charles J. Bauer, and I 
speak for the Building Owners & Managers Association of Metro- 
politan Washington, of which I am executive secretary. My office is 
in the Barr Building, 910 17th Street NW., one of many Washington 
office buildings which belong to our association together with numerous 
apartment buildings, garden projects, real estate management firms 
and 60 Washington business firms which supply equipment, goods 
and services to the rental office and housing industry. 

Senator Symineron. Excuse me for interrupting vou. You say 
you speak for them? 

Mr. Baver. That is right. I am the executive secretary. 

Senator Symincron. I see, I follow you now. Thank vou. 

Mr. Baver. We appear in opposition to S. 1290, ‘‘a bill to provide 
for the construction of certain Government buildings in the District 
of Columbia.”’ Our main objection is based on the chief premise that 
a private promoter should be vested with a quasi-governmental role 
of the laudable purpose of redevelopment of a substantial part of the 
National Capital—I would like to say parenthetically that that is 
what I think is involved here—that is, about 427 acres roughly in the 
triangular area west of South Capitol Street, south of Independence 
Avenue and north and east of the Potomac River. 

Mr. Chairman, S. 1290 relates exclusively to this proposed rede- 
velopment and specifically to setting up conditions different from 
those of the Rent Purchase Law so recently enacted under which pro- 
cedures are established for acquisition of Federal buildings. 

However, this bill cannot be considered apart from the whole under- 
taking which contemplates not only Federal buildings but extensive 
residential and commercial construction to be thrown on the rental 
market in direct competition with privately owned office buildings 
and rental housing constructed without the considerable subsidy 
contemplated here. 

It should be a proper concern of this committee and of the entire 
Congress whether the three-quarter million square feet of competitive 
office space and the 3,800 dwelling units could be absorbed in the 
rental market since this is the amount apart from Government 
buildings contemplated in the present plan. 

Office buildings in the District of Columbia are suffering from 
vacancies and those recently built are hard put to find tenants. One 
building completed last year is only about 50 percent rented and 
several other buildings completed last year are scarcely more successful. 
Not counting these buildings, but among 27 others with a total 
rentable office area of 2,155,000 square feet, we can show that they 
have a vacancy of 65,914 square feet, and that of 206,600 square feet 
of store space in these buildings, an additional 7,850 square feet is 
vacant. One other office building now completed is wholly vacant 
and it has more than 200,000 square feet rentable space. Others are 
under construction. 
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Mr. Chairman, the condition of the rental housing market is no 
better. Our latest survey shows that more than 2 percent of the 
elevator apartment buildings are vacant and that last year 26 percent 
of them had to be rerented as compared with only 21 percent in 
1953. Among garden projects the vacancy was 3 percent as of April 
1. New tenants had to be found last year for 46 out of every 100 
garden apartments. 

Senator Symrneron. Excuse me, you say you have 2,155,000 square 
feet and 27 projects with a total rentable office area of 2,155,000 feet 
and they have a vacancy of 65,900 or 66,000, that would be 

Mr. Bauer. A little over 3 percent. 

Senator Symrineron. A little over 3 percent, and we know that these 
27 are probably not the 27 most modern ones that we have. 

Mr. Baunrr. Well, they comprise a sample, Senator. 

Senator Symineron. How would that average with other cities, the 
3 er 9 

Mr. Bauer. Fairly close to the national average, although in many 
cities, which I will refer to later, in many cities the vacancy rate is 
much higher. But I would like to say in explanation, that the sample 
of buildings usually covered in making these vacancy surveys by our 
national association and by the local associations, is a sample which 
generally excludes two broad classes of office space: One broad class 
of office space is the converted type of building which was not built 
originally as an office building but which, in the aggregate, provides a 
great deal of office space in the community. The other is the newer 
office buildings which have not been on the market so long that we can 
reasonably include them in the sample. And that is why I mentioned 
specific 

Senator SymineTon. It is of interest to know whether these figures 
were below or above the average for the country. Obviously old 
apartment houses go out and new ones come in all over the country. 

Mr. Bauer. These figures to which you refer are all office buildings. 

Senator Symineton. I meant office buildings. 

Mr. Bauer. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. What would you say? Were they above 
medium or below? 

Mr. Baver. I would say they are pretty close. The situation 
reflected by these figures is pretty close to the national average. 
However, the situation is changing rapidly. As recently as 2 years 
ago we had what we might call only fractional vacancy in office build- 
ings here—the vacancy resulting from one tenant moving out and 
another on the waiting list moving in—but that thing has changed 
so fast, and this new construction has had a great impact. 

Senator Symineton. Will you proceed. 

Mr. Baver. In the course of normal urban development under our 
system—and I am referring to our American system—new buildings 
are constructed as a result of a combination of favorable circum- 
stances, the least of which is the availability of a site. A prospective 
owner must feel certain that the need for the building is great enough 
to warrant the venture. Every step thereafter, from the first rough 
plans to completion, depends on the continued confidence of a bank, 
an insurance company, or other source of capital, that the need for 
the building can be translated into profitable operation. A useful 
safeguard in obtaining the best possible building for the lowest cost 
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is competitive bidding for the prime contract as well as the 
subcontracts. 

Might I say something parenthetically there, Senator? Getting to 
the line of questioning w which was pursued earlier, we feel that if there 
is a function to be performed here in the way of planning that the 
Government has available, it has in existence now such bodies as the 
National Capital Planning Commission, it has the Corps of Engineers, 
it has the Fine Arts Commission, in fact, perhaps the reason why it is 
thought necessary to use something other than a Government genius 
to guide this project is because there are so many of them that they 
get in each other’s way. They get into arguments about where to 
build a bridge, or whether to build a bridge or a tunnel, and perhaps 
that is the reason why it is felt necessary to bring in an entrepreneur 
who would be able to guardian angel this thing to completion. 

Senator Symincton. When you say that, what is the point that 
vou are making? 

Mr. Bauer. Well, the point that I am making is that one firm has 
been tied in with this whole undertaking in such a way as to fix in the 
— mind a certain inextricability of that firm from this project 
an 

Senator Symincton. That would depend upon the people who drove 
the bargain for the Government in the executive branch, would it not, 
as to how inextricably they were tied into it? 

Mr. Bauer. I think so; I believe that is true. 

Senator Syminetron. What else could it be? 

Mr. Baver. If they were in effect directed by Congress to deal with 


Senator Symineton. They are not directed by Congress. This is 
intended as permissive legislation. If the executive branch decides 
on competitive bidding, they presumably would handle it that way. 
Here is a gentleman at the table, Ambassador Garrett, who represents 
the President of the United States and who was appointed to look into 
this situation, among others. It is my understanding that the people 
in the executive branch work for the President. If they decide that 
they would rather have a competitive bidding, they will have com- 
petitive bidding under this bill. 

Mr. Bauer. It is certainly in the public mind—— 

Senator SymineTon. There are a lot of things in the public mind. 
Up to last Friday we thought we were pretty much ahead of the 
Russian in building bombers until the statement came out from the 
Pentagon. What we are talking about is, What are the rights that 
the executive branch of the Government will have when it comes to 
handling this particular proposition? 

The position of the Congress, in my opinion, is that they should 
have permissive rights to either negotiate, have negotiated bids, or 
have competitive bids, regardless of what is in the public mind. 

Now, do you oppose the executive branch having the right to nego- 
tiate? I am just trying to get the issue clarified so we understand 
what is on your mind. 

Mr. Baver. I would like to say for the record that we are 
opposed 

Senator Sym:neton. The important thing is, What are the facts 
and what will tiie public reaction be to a mistake, if one is made, in 
the executive branch? 
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What we are trying to find out here is whether the Congress shall 
allow the executive branch discretion as to negotiations or whether 
they should limit all aspects of this project to competitive bidding. 
There are a great many cases in Government where it seemed more 
advisable to have negotiated bids than competitive bids. There are 
a great many others where it seemed more advisable to have com- 
petitive bids rather than negotiated contracts. So, all the Congress 
may be soseare to do is to permit the executive branch either to 
negotiate or to have competitive bidding. Is that not a fair state- 
ment? 

Mr. Baver. I do not quarrel with your statement, Senator. I 
would like, if I may, to mention the editorial that was carried in the 
local press, the Washington Post, of May 12. 

Senator Symineron. If you would like to we can submit that as 
part of the record. Will you continue with your statement. 

Mr. Baver. What is proposed in the southwest redevelopment 
= would be bad enough if only the law under which the Government 

uildings are to be acquired were set aside; but the natural laws of 
supply and demand cannot be repealed. 

Has the Government become impotent in its accepted role, to the 
point where a promoter who is unfamiliar with the conditions of the 
local market should be deputized as a guiding genius for an under- 
taking so large as this? 

Senator Symineton. May I ask, has any p: ticular promoter been 
deputized? 

Mr. Bauer. Again, may I answer by reference to the editorial? 

Senator SyMincton. Is it vour opinion or the opinion of the editorial 
writer, or is it based upon facts that you know in the Government? 

Mr. Baver. Well, it starts off with your name, Senator. 

‘ Senator Symineton. Apparently you would like to read it, so let us 
ave it. 

Mr. Baver. I would, because it links you so closely to this one firm 
that I think it is of interest in this hearing. 


Senator Symington and the Bureau of the Budget have done a notable service 
for Washington in supporting the bill to authorize the negotiation of lease-pur- 
chase agreements covering buildings to be erected in the Southwest redevelopment 
program. Ordinarily competitive bidding is the soundest policy for the Govern- 
ment to follow. There are exceptions to most good rules, however, and it is wise 
to recognize that an inflexible competitive bidding policy on contracts would not 
serve the public interest in furthering redevelopment. 

In this instance the lease-purchase of Government buildings would be incidental 
to a larger purpose—the reclamation of a section of the National Capital that has 
fallen into decay. Pursuing the larger aim, the Government invited the New 
York firm of Webb & Knapp to work out detailed plans for the Southwest. The 
firm has done so at large expense to itself. Because the plan will entail the use 
of a substantial area of cleared land for the 10th Street Mall, it can be made 
economically feasible only if the developer is given a contract to build Government 
structures under the lease-purchase formula. 

Precautions will have to be taken, of course, to make certain that the terms of 
such an agreement are fair to taxpayers as well as to Webb & Knapp. But the 
overshadowing aim is the transformation of the Southwest into an attractive and 
useful segment of the city. If the Webb & Knapp plan is finally accepted, simple 
justice will demand that this firm shall receive the contract for construction of the 
ease-purchase re in the area or at least a major portion of them. Members 
of Congress can vote for Senator Symington’s lease-purchase proposal as applied 
to the District of Columbia, therefore, without the slightest feeling of abandoning 
the sound principle of competitive bidding. The purpose of this bill is to recog- 
ce = special circumstances of a project of great importance to the National 

apital. 
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Senator Symineton. Do you have any other editorials that you 
would like to read? 

Mr. Baver. No, that is the only one. 

Senator Symineton. What is it about that editorial that you think 
is important to this record? 

Mr. Bauer. I think it is important that the inference from this 
editorial that any reader can receive is only that this legislation is 
intended to enable this one firm to receive the overall contract for 
southwest redevelopment. 

Senator Symineton. Well now, does the editorial mention the 
Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Bavsr. No, it does not—I’m sorry——— 

Senator Symincron. Wait a minute, you say it does not mention 
the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Bauer. It does, at the very beginning. 

Senator Symincton. Read the line. 

Mr. Bauer. “Senator Symington and the Bureau of the 
Budget” 

Senator Symineton. Do you know to whom the Bureau of the 
Budget reports? 

Mr. Baver. The Bureau of the Budget reports to the President. 

Senator Symineton. Are you implying that the President is linked 
to the Zeckendorf firm of Webb & Knapp? 

Mr. Baver. I am not implying that he or you are. 

Senator Symineton. You know that any arrangement that was 
made would be made by the executive branch, do you not? 

Mr. Baver. You mean after the legislation conceivably is passed? 

Senator Symineton. Any contract or arrangement of any kind? 

Mr. Bauer. Yes, that is true. 

Senator Symincton. You know that this would be permissive legis- 
lation and they could act either by negotiated or competitive bidding, 
is that correct? 

Mr. Bauer. Yes. 

Senator SymincTon. So, if there was any skulduggery in this situa- 
tion it would be on the part of the people in the executive branch and 
not in the Congress, is that not a fair statement? We have no right to 
make a contract with anybody or anything. 

Mr. Bauer. Senator, I want to make one thing straight. I do not 
wish to imply by what I have said or read that there is any under- 
handed deal involved in this thing. It is open and aboveboard. 

Senator Syminctron. You said in your testimony that you wanted to 
read the editorial because you wanted to show how closely it linked 
Senator Symington with—what is the name of the firm—Webb & 
Knight? 

r. Bauer. Webb & Knapp. 

Senator Symincton. Webb & Knapp. I was just pointing out to 
you in all fairness that you wanted to read it to say how closely it 
connects President Eisenhower with Webb & Knapp because the 
Bureau of the Budget is his department; in fact, it links him a lot 
closer than it does this committee or me, because all we do is grant 
permissive legislation. Then they go ahead and make the arrange- 
ments and contracts and if there is anything wrong, it would not be 
the legislation; it would be the deal that is made under legislation, is 
that not a fair statement? 
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Mr. Baver. Well, if the legislation is wrong, Senator, I think any 
deal that may be made under it can well be 

Senator Symincton. Are you implying that any legislation that 
grants negotiated bidding is wrong? 

Mr. Bauer. I think this legislation is. 

Senator SYMINGTON. Because it grants negotiated bidding? 

F Mr. Bauer. That is right. I think when the Government can set 
own 

Senator Symincton. Do you take-direet issue with the position of 
the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Bauer. If that isso, I do. I think since the Government can 
lay down certain terms in soliciting bids and including the right to 
reject any and all bids, I think that it has ample authority for proceed- 
ing under the conventional bidding procedure in Southwest redevelop- 
ment. 

Senator Symineton. Do you have in your statement, later, some 
constructive suggestions as to how these slums can be cleared? 

Mr. Bauer. I hope it is all constructive. 

Senator SyMinGTon. I imagine any town where new office buildings 
or new apartment houses are put up there is a question as to whether 
or not people might prefer to live in a new building as against an old 
building; but, basically, one of the problems, is it not, is the problem 
of having slums, which Mr. Bartholomew referred to as being as bad 
as anything in the United States. Do you think that is part of the 
problem? 

Mr. Bauer. I think part of the problem is slum clearance, but 
merely deleting the slums will not give the economic means to these 
people to keep up with the Joneses when they move out of the slums 
into your neighborhood or my neighborhood. I think it is begging 
the question to say that slum clearance can be achieved by merely 
lifting these people by their bootstraps out of their hovels. They can- 
not support the cars and the TV sets and other things they will need, 
since nothing is being done to increase their income. 

Senator Symineron. You will agree that we want to eliminate the 
slums, if possible? 

Will you proceed? 

Mr. Bavnr. I respectfully suggest that this committee inform itself 
fully on the experience of the city of Denver with the grand scheme 
undertaken by this same promoter there. The Mile-High Center 
was completed there last fall and as of now it is less than half rented. 
This office building is only a token of the overall scheme Mr. Zecken- 
dorf launched there. 

The effect on local market conditions of such an undertaking can be 
assessed in Pittsburgh where a number of large buildings have been 
erected in the Golden Triangle. Latest available figures show that 
more than 8 percent of all office space there is vacant. 

We believe that if the Federal Government wishes to construct 
office buildings for its own use in the District of Columbia, this 
should be done according to the provisions of the present law but with 
due regard to the need in conjunction therewith of extensive provisions 
for parking by Federal employees, together with suitable landscaping 
to provide the setting in keeping with the dignity of these buildings. 
Large acreage would be needed for this alone without attempting to 
plan cheek-to-jowl row houses, walkup apartments and elevator 
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apartments, as well as commercial office buildings of doubtful value in 
attracting tenants. 

We who comprise the office-building industry know that office 
buildings of mixed occupancy do well only when located in a well- 
defined area close to, but not necessarily a part of, the mercantile and 
financial business district. Within the inner core of a city you will 
find such office buildings; they need the magnetic field of maximum 
facilities if they are to prosper. We do not think that private office 
buildings will do well in the Southwest area. 

In conclusion, we respectfully request that you report unfavorably 
this bill, but at the same time wish to go on record as favoring addi- 
tional Federal buildings in the District of Columbia to replace present 
temporary buildings as well as to meet normal growth as Government 
needs expand. 

The Federal Government also should be concerned, we think, with 
the absence in the Nation’s Capital of an adequate stadium, an 
opera house and the like. We think that the Federal Government 
should not confine its interest in the Nation’s Capital to simply 
utilitarian office buildings on the one hand and monumental structures 
on the other, but that it should take into account the need for 
functional projects such as an olympic stadium which are usually 
found in other world capitals. Projects of this nature should not be 
saddled on the District taxpayer since they would truly belong to 
all the people and be available to all. 

Senator Symineton. Now, Mr. Bauer, as I understand that you 
would eliminate these slums by building an olympic stadium, is 
that right? 

Mr. Bauer. That is right. 

Senator Syminetron. And the taxes from that would be distributed 
over the United States as a Federal project instead of being paid for 
by the people in the District that had the stadium. Is that right? 

Mr. Baver. That is right. 

Senator Symineton. Have you any further comments you would 
like to make? 

Mr. Baver. No, Senator, only to thank you and the other members 
of the committee for permitting me to come here today. 

Senator Syminectron. We were very zlad to have your statement, 
it will be filed in the record as you have read it. 

Mr. Bauer. Thank you. 

Senator SymineTon. Is there anyone else here who would like to 
appear in favor or opposition of this bill? 

Mr. Danievian. Mr. Symington, I believe I sent a wire last night 
that I wanted to have a few words before this committee. 

Senator Symincton. Will you identify yourself for the record, sir. 

Mr. Dantevian. My name is N. R. Danielian, 1 am President of 
the Great Lakes-St. Lawrence Association. 

Senator Symincton. Do you have a written statement? 

Mr. Danrevian. No, I just wanted to make a few brief remarks. I 
do not have any personal interest in this matter, I have become inter- 
ested in it only as a citizen of the city having lived here for 18 years. 
I have followed the discussion of the problem for the last several 
months and I thought that perhaps an impartial and disinterested 
viewpoint might be helpful in the present circumstances. 

Senator SymincTon. Proceed. 
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STATEMENT OF N. R. DANIELIAN, PRESIDENT, GREAT LAKES- 
ST. LAWRENCE ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Danrevian. As I view the problem here in the Nation’s 
Capital, it has three essential parts: One is the architectural and 
monumetal beautification of the Nation’s Capital; the other one is 
the Southwest redevelopment project; and the third is the cultural 
development—the cultural aspects of the Nation’s Capital as a 
world capital. 

Now, it seems to me that much of the discussion has been somewhat 
taken off center because one predominant interest has been con- 
sidered—given paramount consideration. 

It would seem to me that if we are to achieve all three of these desir- 
able objectives one of the things we have to do is view the Capital 
as a whole and not purely from the point of view of one particular 
section. 

Now, taking the first objective, the beautification of the Nation’s 
Capital. That, of course, involves the improvement of the central 
Mall and particularly the south side of the central Mall between 4th 
and 12th Streets on Independence Avenue. 

Now, that is not, as I read the bill, included in the particular bill 
so may I make my first constructive suggestion—and [ believe that 
Mr. Searles agrees with this as I have read his testimony—and I think 
that in any lease-purchase program that is evolved, whether under 
competitive bidding or negotiated contracts, it might be desirable to 
include those parts of the Mall, particularly the south side of the 
Mall on Independence Avenue; and this, I think, would have its 
favorable effect upon the Southwest as well, since, after all, Inde- 
pendence Avenue is sort of the front door of the Southwest project. 

I think that the authorization provided in this bill should include 
the possibility of using the displacement of the temporaries for the 
improvement of that section of the southern side of the central Mall 
as well as 10th Street Mall. 

I would like to make a further suggestion, and I make this with 
considerable thought and deliberation. There has been some question 
here as to whether this bill, S. 1290, does limit negotiating power with 
any one organization. 

I cannot very well conclude on that, not being a lawyer, but there 
are certain provisions of this bill that do sound rather strange, par- 
ticularly section 6, where the only time any treference is made to con- 
tractors, you have on line 9, is with respect to subcontractors of 
the vendor, which presumably involves one vendor and all the rest 
will be subcontractors of that vendor. 

In section 7 you have, of course, written into the bill a particular 
plan and I am not sure whether that section gives the Redevelopment 
Agency the right to write a particular firm into this enabling legisla- 
tion by giving them an exclusive contract. 

I mention that because I am also interested in another factor which 
I think is of great national interest, namely, bringing 

Senator Symineton. Continue, please. We often have to discuss 
matters during the proceedings. 

Mr. Danrettan. I will be glad to wait, Senator, if 

Senator Symineton. We only got your wire yesterday which said 
you would like to appear tomorrow, and you do not have a prepared 
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statement. So, if I were you I would simply continue your remarks, 
which will be taken down by the reporter. 

Mr. Danre.ian. I will be glad to submit the rest of my statement 
in writing if the Senator does not have any time to listen. 

Senator Symincton. We have time now, but we have something 
else that we have to examine at the same time. You may proceed. 

Mr. Dantetian. The point I wish to make in the second place, Mr. 
Chairman, is that there are a considerable number of firms which 
would like, perhaps, the opportunity to submit ideas with regard to 
these particular Government buildings. I am not concerned here 
with the Southwest redevelopment program at all and I hope that 
those firms that are now interested in it will continue to maintain their 
interest and carry through their program. 

I do feel that where public buildings are concerned, whether they 
are on the 10th Street Mall or on Independence Avenue, or on the 
central Mall, that they should be given an equal opportunity to submit 
ideas and suggestions because I believe that the Nation’s Capital is 
of such paramount importance and symbolic significance to the 
Nation’s interest that we must be very sure that we have the best 
possible ideas and suggestions from many architectural firms and 
engineering firms. 

Now, therefore, if it is proposed that a lease-purchase program is 
approved, whether under negotiation or competitive bidding, that 
specific provisions be made to leave the door open to all talented and 
qualified interests to come forward with their own suggestions at the 
invitation of the General Services Administration and the National 
Capital Planning Commission and the Redevelopment Agency. 

I believe that if you read sections 6 and 7 in this bill you will recog- 
nize that there is possibly some ground to the feeling that has gone 
abroad that this is just a sort of a closed door. I believe fully that you 
intend not to close the door on others and I am sure that—— 

Senator Symineton. Are you talking to the committee? 

Mr. Danrevian. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. Or are you talking to the executive branch of 
the Government? 

Mr. Danre.ian. I am talking to the committee. 

Senator Symrneton. What does permissive legislation have to do 
with closing any door? 

Mr. Danrevian. Well, I think that there would not be any dis- 
agreements about this point at all if the bill were not confusing enough 
to raise the issue in the minds of some people. 

Senator Symineton. You think it is a confusing bill? 

Mr. Danreuian. Yes; I think that sections 6 and 7, particularly, 
do have the tendency of creating the impression that the Redevelop- 
ment Agency may write a particular firm into this legislation and I 
think that if the committee in its report, for instance—— 

Senator Symineton. You do not seem to have much confidence in 
the Development Agency’s ability or integrity on this, do you, be- 
cause it is up to them, is it not? 

Mr. Danretan. That is not the question at all, sir. We are here 
discussing the legislation—— 

Senator Symineton. You are here making a presentation about the 
legislation and I am very glad to have you make your position in the 
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record. However, I just want to again say that from the standpoint 
of the Congress this is intended as permissive legisiation. 

Mr. Danrevian. I wonder how you would interpret this section in 
section 6 of the bill: 


The General Services Administration is authorized to prepare or cause to be 
prepared drawings and specifications in such detail as shall be required to clearly 
and fully depict the design, scope, physical characteristics, and salient features of 
each such building and to utilize such drawings and specifications to insure com- 
petition upon strictly comparable bases among prospective subcontractors of the 
vendor of the project or projects and to insure development of such projects along 
lines designed to meet the specific needs of the Government. 

This is the first time a vendor comes into the bill and we begin with 
the subcontractors. I really would not know how to interpret that 
language except to assume that there would be a vendor and several 
subcontractors. 

Senator Symineron. Anybody who sells anything is a vendor, is 
he not? 

Mr. Danretian. Well, even the word “vendor” is not in plural. 

Senator Symrnaton. Well, subcontractor would be a vendor, would 
he not? 

Mr. Danrexian. Yes. 

Senator Syminetron. And a prime contractor would be a vendor? 

Mr. Danreian. That is true. 

Senator Symineton. If you buy anything you buy it from a vendor? 

Mr. Danret1an. Well, competition is provided among the sub- 
contractors but not among the prime contractor. You are going to 
revise the bill so it has both alternatives, that is right, there is no 

Senator Symineton. If that is revised you are hoping—— 

Mr. Danre.ian. But the discussion here is on this bill and not on 
any revision that may be introduced. We have not seen those yet. 

Senator Symincron. You are saying that the bill stipulated that 
you could not have competitive bidding. 

Mr. Danteuian. This bill is to authorize negotiation, it does not 
exclude that, but it—— 

Senator Symrneton. So that bill is permissive and the one that 
we plan is permissive, is that right? 

Mr. Danrevian. I understand there are plans to this—— 

Senator Symineton. So, in either case the people who make the 
arrangement in the Government interest for the Government in the 
executive branch will have the right to negotiate or have competitive 
bidding, is that right? 

Mr. Danreuian. Yes, there is one additional point I would like 
to make on that. 

I think that since the Redevelopment Agency has the right to make 
arrangement with a single interest in the sale of land I think that 
is provided for in the 1945 act and I think perhaps an explanatory 
note in the committee’s report to the effect that it is not intended 
that any act by the Redevelopment Agency in giving any specific 
contracts would limit the right of the General Services Administration 
to negotiate with whomever they consider the best qualified and to 
the best interest of the Nation. 

Senator Symrneton. Well, Mr. Danielian, we do not want to tie 
unnecessarily the hands of the executive branch of the Government 
in the legislation. Do you think that is a wise thing to do on our part 
or do you think we ought to exclude all forms of negotiated bidding? 
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Mr. Danretran. No; I think it is a wise thing, but if you will follow 
me just a moment. 

Senator Syminecton. You have answered the point that I wanted 
to make. I think you have agreed that the legislation is permissive 
legislation; it does not direct the executive branch to do anything; 
is that not right? 

Mr. Dantevian. I do not think that last point I made has really —— 

Senator SymineTon. I would prefer not to go into details of the 
legislation at this time, especially as the language will probably be 
changed. 

If you have anything that you would like to file for the record or 
make a part of the reecord—— 

Mr. Danre.ian. I want to make clear as far as the private develop- 
ment in the Southwest is concerned I have no interest whatsoever in 
it and that we are merely interested in the Government buildings in 
either the Central Mall or the Southwest Mall. 

Senator Symrnaton. Thank you, Mr. Danielian. 

(There follows supplemental statement from Mr. Danielian:) 


STATEMENT OF N. R. DANIELIAN SUBMITTED TO THE PuBLIC WorkKs 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE SENATE 


Mr. Chairman, my name is N. R. Danielian. I am president of the Great 
Lakes-St. Lawrence Association. I appear today only as a private citizen, a 
resident of the Washington area for over 18 vears, who is interested in the im- 
provement and progress of the community. Having devoted a good part of my 
working life to improvement of the economic situation in the Great Lakes com- 
munities through the construction of the St. Lawrence seaway and other projects, 
I have taken an interest in the steps needed to improve this community, which 
is my home. 

I have followed the development relating to the Southwest, the Smithsonian, 
and the proposed cultural center, all parts of an overall program, and feel that 
perhaps a detached point of view will be of some help to this committee. 

It is not possible to judge the particular measure before this committee unless 
the end objectives are clearly defined. These may be stated, and I believe 
everyone will agree, as follows: 

1. The beautification of the city of Washington as the Nation’s Capital through 
the improvement of the Central Mall. This requires, specifically, (a) the elimi- 
nation of the temporary structures, and (6) the construction of such monumental 
and governmental structures on the north and south side of the Mall, particularly 
along Independence Avenue between Fourth and 12th Streets Southwest, to 
balance Constitution and Pennsylvania Avenues. 

As much of this land is Federally owned, and much of it assigned to the Smith- 
sonian, this is obviously a joint responsibility of the National Capital Planning 
Commission, the Fine Arts Commission, the Smithsonian, and the General 
Services Administration. To the extent that any of this land will be reclaimed 
by the Redevelopment Agency, obviously they will be involved. 

This area, the Central Mall, must be developed along traditional lines. It is 
too important to every citizen of this country to allow it to be warped by any 
private ambitions. 

The bearing of this on the proposed legislation is this: Not being in the center 
of the Southwest redevelopment area, the Government-owned land on Inde- 
pendence Avenue is left out of the lease-purchase method of rehabilitation pro- 
posed in S. 1290. It should be included. 

The programs of the Smithsonian and the National Capital Planning Com- 
mission regarding the improvement of the Central Mall and Independence 
Avenue should be encouraged. After all, this area is the front door to the South- 
west project and a second rate Inde endence Avenue gateway would be a poor 
access to a first rate 10th Street Mall. 

2. The second major objective of every Washingtonian should be the rehabili- 
tation of shkums. The Southwest project is the most challenging. Certainly, on 
esthetic grounds one could not object to the 10th Street Mal! if appropriate pro- 
vision could be made for an alternate Air Museum site. But I am not sure that 
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we yet have the best possible plan. Since the first and only practical proposal 
to get started on the Southwest project is this bill before the committee, whereby 
the Government will make 30-year-lease-purchase contracts bankable with any 
financial institution in the country, it’*seems to me it is not necessary to close the 
door to highly qualified engineering and architectural firms in the country to 
come forward with plans and suggestions, giving them an opportunity to make a 
contribution to the improvement of the Nation’s Capital. 

It seems incontrovertible to me that whether on a negotiable or a competitive 
basis, the lease purchase program for construction of Government buildings 
should be open to all qualified firms. There should be no possibility that the 
Lene enEROR Agency, by designating an agent, can legislate a specific firm into 
the law. 

I hope that the firm of Webb & Knapp will: maintain its interest in the land 
privately to be developed in the Southwest, and of course, will be qualified to 
aid on any of the Government buildings as any other contractor. 

3. A third objective of any thinking citizen should be the development of 
cultural facilities in Washington. As we reach a condition of military stalemate 
with Communist Russia, our ability to assert spiritual, moral, and intellectual 
leadership may be decisive in the coming years. This involves the development 
of the Smithsonian program, including the Art Museum which has been authorized 
for private financing, and an appropriate music hall for symphony, opera and 
ballet. The only question involved in the plans now under consideration is one 
of location. Although this matter is not included in any proposed financing 
scheme before your committee, I mention it here only to emphasize that the 
overall development of Washington must be kept in the forefront as a nationa! 
responsibility and should not he warped out of focus. Where the two interests 
coincide, as they do on the 10th Street Mall, fine; but not at the expense of the 
Smithsonian program, or the development of Independence Avenue. I hope 
they can be done concurrently. But you will never insure this unless you protect 
the legislative authority of the responsible organizations, such as the National 
Capital Planning Commission and the General Services Administration, on prior- 
ities and locations of proposed buildings. 

The cost of Government buildings will be more, rather than less, under the 
lease-purchase program. You might as well protect the rights of other citizens 
and retain your authority on plans and locations. 

S. 1290 as originally written does not achieve these purposes. The proposed 
amendments of the GSA, expanded to include power to enter into negotiated con- 
tracts but including also the area on Independence Avenue between Fourth and 
12th Streets, would be a better instrumentality to achieve a balanced development 
of Washington. 


Is there a representative of the Bureau of the Budget here? 

Mr. Pearson. I am. 

Senator Symineron. And would you come forward, sir. Would you 
state your name and position for the record? 
- ore Prarson. Harold Pearson, Assistant Director, Bureau of the 

udget. 

Senator Symineron. You are assistant to Mr. Hughes? 

Mr. Prarson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Are you the assistant? 

Mr. Pearson. There are 2, I am 1 of the 2. 

Senator Symincton. We have a letter here signed by you written to 
Senator Chavez, is that correct? 

Mr. Prarson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. Dated May 6? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Would you be good enough to read that letter. 

Mr. Prarson. I do not have a copy of it with me. 

Senator Symrneton. Do you have a statement here that you would 
like to read with respect to the legislation? 

Mr. Pearson. We have a carefully worked out one-page expression 
of viewpoint on this controversial negotiated versus competitive-bid 
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problem which we thought might be helpful in your deliberations here 
that we brought for that purpose. 

Senator Symineton. Would you like to read that? 

Mr. Pearson. I have the copy of the letter now. 

Senator Syminctron. Which would you rather read? 

Mr. Pearson. Either way, whichever you would prefer. 

Senator Symincron. You may do it either way you like. 

Mr. Pearson. We will start with the letter because it puts the 
chronology then. 

Senator Symineron. All right, we will take the liberty of inter- 
rupting you in the letter if that meets with your approval. 


STATEMENT OF HAROLD L. PEARSON, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET 


Mr. Pearson. This is a letter dated May 6 to the chairman of 
this committee, Senator Chavez. 


This will acknowledge your request of March 5, 1955, inviting the Bureau of 
the Budget to comment on 8S. 1290, “to provide for the construction of certain 
Government buildings in the District of Columbia.” 

The Bureau of the Budget is in agreement with the general objectives of the 
bill. The construction of Government buildings in Southwest Washington as 
proposed by the bill would implement both the projected redevelopment of that 
area and long-term plans for the elimination of temporary Government office 
buildings. It is, of course, understood that the final determinations as to specific 
buildings and locations is dependent upon questions, as yet undecided, with 
respect to planning and dispersal considerations. 

The present measure is, however, unsatisfactory in at least two major respects: 

First, section 2 of the hill would require the approval of the Committees on 
Public Works for payments uncer purchase contracts and for the acquisition of 
land. This office believes that this provision is unconstitutional for the reasons 
outlinee in a memorandum from the Assistant Attorney General J. Lee Rankin to 
Senator Knowland in connection with a similar provision considered by the Con- 
gress while acting on H. R. 6342, the Public Buildings Purchase Act of 1954 
(see Congressional Record of Apr. 8, 1954, p. 4601). 

Secone, the price paid the Redevelopment Land Agency is set in the bill ‘‘at 
cost or then current market value, whichever is greater.’’ This bureau believes 
that the land should be priced at fair market value; this is consistent with both 
the provisions of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1946 and the 
sales practices generally followed for redevelopment projects under title I of the 
Housing Act of 1949. 

The Bureau of the Budget also recommends the following amendments: (1) 
clarify section (a) of the substitute bill to assure approval of plans by the National 
Capital Planning Commission, and (2) provide for the payment of taxes in aecord 
with the provisions of existing lease purchase laws rather than for payments in 
lieu of taxes. 

The committee has had under consideration the question of using negotiated 
rather than competitive bid contracts in carryoug out the purposes of the bill. 
It may be that the Congress would prefer, under the particular circumstances of 
this project, a negotiated contract in order to accelerate the carrying out of the 
improvement. If so, we suggest that such authorization be in adequate detail to 
make explicit the policies which the Congress believes should control negotiations 
on the related construction or other contracts. 

Subject to the foregoing amendments, the Bureau of the Budget recommends 
enactment of the bill. 


Senator SymineTon. Let us go back to the second page. You say 
it may be that the Congress would prefer under the particular cirecum- 
stances of this project a negotiated contract in order to accelerate the 
carrying out of the improvement. 

Mr. Prarson. Yes, sir. 
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Senator Symineron. Now, it may be that the Congress would 
prefer under the particular circumstances of this project a com- 
petitive contract in order to accelerate the carrying out of the im- 
provement. Do you follow me there, Mr. Pearson? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symineron. What the Congress would like to do would be 
to give you permission to make any kind of an arrangement in the 
executive branch that you think is to the best interest of the District 
and the Government, and therefore, the words ‘‘ May be”’ and “prefer” 
would apply to competitive bidding and also negotiated bidding as 
far as this committee is concerned. Is that clear? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Syminetron. Then you say: 

If this is true we suggest that such authorization be in adequate detail to make 
explicit the policies which the Congress believes should control negotiations on 
the related construction or other contracts. 

In other words, as I understand it, what you would really like 
would be for the ‘Congress to tell you the type and character of a 
contract that you draw up, is that not right? 

Mr. Pearson. Rather to so clearly define by legislative history in 
its consideration the circumstances within which, that is, the policy 
circumstances within which all practicable and suitable ‘protections 
may be afforded to that end. 

Senator Symincton. Well, you have mentioned here the constitu- 
tionality or the lack of constitutionality of an idea, which I think my 
dist inguished colleague from South Dakota, Senator Case, was 
interested in. I refer to the approval by the Public Works Com- 
mittee of payments and so forth. 

Do you or do you not think that having the committee drive a 
contract for the executive branch would be constitutional in a case 
of this character? 

Mr. Pearson. I believe that it would not be, although I am not 
an attorney. 

Senator Symineton. You believe it would not be constitutional? 

Mr. Pearson. That it would not be constitutional. 

Senator Symineton. Then why do you want us to tell you what 
the contract should be? 

Mr. Pearson. The suggestion that we have made in this paragraph 
dealt—I am trying to find the precise words—“‘If so, we suggest that 
such authorization be in adequate detail to make explicit the policies 
which the Congress believes should control. That is quite different 
from the writing of the contract. 

Senator Symineron. If you are only talking about the policies in 
the sense of broad policies, the policy that the Congress would like 
to have is trust in the executive branch so that they do not make a 
contract which is against the best interests of the people. Would 
you approve that as a policy? 

Mr. Parson. I think it is not sufficiently clear in detail to provide 
adequate guidance, perhaps, on 2 or 3 points. 

Senator Symrneron. Would ‘you like to send a couple of your 
buyers up here to go into a sort of school with the Congress to run 
through the type of contract that should be made? 

I am only asking for information. I would like to know what is 
in the back of your mind. If you are afraid of the contract that you 
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may make, if it is an executive negotiated contract, why do you not 
come up and tell us so? 

Mr. Pearson. I have not become acquainted with any unwilling- 
ness to assume responsibility in this matter in the properly constituted 
agencies. Such guidance as might here be considered would be per- 
haps helpful to those people earnestly working with a large, complex 
and difficult problem. 

Senator Symincton. Do you go into more detail about the suggested 
guidance in your memorandum? 

Mr. Pearson. We have these points. 

Senator Symincton. Would you proceed, then, with the points. 

Mr. Pearson. This Bureau—that is the Bureau of the Budget— 
believes that generally the best and cheapest method for the con- 
struction of individual Government buildings is through competitive 
bidding. 

Senator Symineton. Well, I think we would all agree to that. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you. However, the construction of a large 
number of Government buildings within integrated plans—such as 
in Southwest Washington as proposed by S. 1290—would involve 
many features not commonly encountered in the construction of 
individual buildings. 

Senator Symineton. I may interrupt you right there. I think 
that we can take care in the language all the points brought up in 
your letter with the possible exception of the type and character of 
the contract that you would make. I believe your memorandum 
goes a little further into detail than your letter; is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Pearson. The memorandum was intended to be more specific 
as to suggestions which might be considered by the Congress in 
implementing the expression of policy. 

Senator Symineton. I only wanted to say that we can go along 
with the letter except for that one point. I think we have a mutual 
agreement as to the points you are making, with the exception of 
possibly a disagreement on policies. 

As I read this hurriedly, I think this a little more detailed than your 
request for suggestions. Is that a fair statement? 

Mr. Pearson. This is an amplification. 

Senator SyminaTon. Will you proceed. 

Mr. Pearson. These buildings would constitute an integral part of 
a redevelopment project covering most of the Southwest Washington. 
They must be compatible in design and site layout with the redevelop- 
ment project. Their construction must be scheduled to conform with 
projected schedules for site improvements, supporting facilities and 
other directly related aspects of the redevelopment. An unusual 
degree of flexibility may be needed to accord with changes in the 
redevelopment plan as it proceeds toward execution. Under these 
circumstances it may be appropriate that consideration be given to 
the desirability of provisions in the authorizing legislation which would 
permit the use of negotiated contracts in lieu of competitive bidding, 
as has been found to be most effective in large-scale redevelopment 
projects in other communities. 

Senator Symineton. Now, what do you mean by that last phrase? 

Mr. Pearson. The last half of that sentence? 
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Senator SyMINGTON (reading): 


* * * as has been found to be most effective in large-scale redevelopment 
projects in other communities. 

Mr. Pearson. The Redevelopment Land Agency has reported that. 
ag experience consistently favors negotiated rather than competitive 

id. 

Senator Symincron. Well then, you tie that in, you say that you 
would like to have provisions. What type and character of provisions 
do they suggest? Is that what follows? 

Mr. Pearson. We follow with four considerations. 

Senator Symineton. Are they typical of any previous legislation 
that you know of? 

Mr. Pearson. Ob, no. 

Senator Symineton. Are they typical in any State legislation that 
you know of? 

Mr. Pearson. Not that I know of. 

Senator SyMINGTON. In any municipal? 

Mr. Pearson. None that I know of. 

Senator Syminetron. And your point of reference on this is, again, 
what agency? 

Mr. Pearson. Well, the information that the most effective means 
of contracting for large-scale redevelopment projects is negotiated bid. 

Senator Symincton. Where did you get this? 

Mr. Pearson. The source of that is the Redevelopment Land 
Agency. 

Senator Symineton. And did they tell you that these points that 
you are now suggesting were in those contracts in question? 

Mr. Pearson. They did not. 

Senator Symrneton. What they really did tell you, then, am I 
correct and you correct me if I am wrong, is that in their opinion they 
felt negotiated bidding would be possibly better than competitive 
bidding in this case, is that right? 

Mr. Pearson. Possibly better. 

Senator SymrncTon. Based on their own past experience? 

Mr. Pearson. That is correct. 

Senator Symineton. Which was extensive. Is that correct? 

Mr. Pearson. They represented it as being extensive. My own 
knowledge does not include details. 

Senator SyminctTon. But these points that we are going to come to. 
in a minute are not their idea as to what should be in this contract but 
the idea of the Bureau of the Budget, is that correct? 

Mr. Pearson. That is correct. 

Senator Syminaton. If you read the memorandum you might get 
a little different interpretation of it, so I wanted to be sure and make 
it clear. 

Will you proceed, please. 

Mr. Pearson. If the Congress decides that the circumstances 
warrant the use of negotiated contracts, it may desire certain definitive 
safeguards, among which might be considered: 

1. A limitation should be placed, prior to thé initiation of negotia- 
tions, on maximum costs. This could be done, either administratively 
or through the procedures prescribed by the Public Buildings Purchase 
Contract Act of 1954. 
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Senator Symineton. Now will you explain that to us. What do 
you mean by that? 

Mr. Pearson. The public works under the Lease-Purchase Act of 
1954, the Public Works Committees of the two Houses pass upon 
prospectuses prepared by either General Services Administration or 
the Post Office Department, as the case may be, which prospectuses 
define the projects and fix maximum price range indications within 
which that project can be accomplished. 

Senator Symineton. If you think it is unconstitutional for the 
Committee on Public Works to approve payments, how could it be 
constitutional for them to approve these preliminary figures? 

Mr. Pearson. Well, this is, to my way of thinking as a layman, a 
means by which the Congress retains control over the contracting 
authority equivalent to the controls it has over appropriations for 
construction if these buildings were, in fact, to be constructed by 
appropriated funds rather than under the terms of a lease-purchase 
contract. 

Senator Symineron. Well now, what figure do you think they would 
limit the cost to? 

Mr. Prearson. I do not have the slightest idea. 

Senator Syminetron. If you do not, how could we have? 

Mr. Prarson. The suggestion we tried to make here, without 
success, was that possibly the Congress—— 

Senator Symineron. I do not say you will not have success, but I 
just say, how can the Congress decide how much money should be 
spent and then go no further? 

Mr. Pearson. The Congress may wish to build in this legislation 
the safeguards that they have built into the most recent consideration 
of an equivalent problem of the Lease-Purchase Act passed in August 
or July of last year. 

Senator Syminetron. You mean like $5 million? 

Mr. Pearson. Like some figure without indicating at this point a 
figure. 

Senator Syminetron. As I understand it, the public money was 
estimated in this project at $100 million and the lease-purchase money 
is limited to $5 million. Now, how would you handle that? Would 
you want to limit this to $5 million or up it to $100 million? What is 
your thought about how the Congress should operate? 

Mr. Pearson. The staff, in working with the staff of General 
Services Administration and your staff this morning, moved through 
an area of language involving an application of this type of control 
which was, as you said, that prior to July 1, 1956—that is a year and 
a month away—a separate limitation of not to exceed $5 million 
applicable only to purchase contracts for projects in the southwestern 
portion of the District of Columbia is hereby established. There is a 
measure of control of the Congress of the dimensional activity without 
further reference to it. 

Senator Syminetron. And you would like to have the Congress con- 
trol the money that you put in the contract. Is that right? 

Mr. Pearson. The Congress by its passage of the Lease-Purchase 
Act, which is the basic act around which the amendment is being 
considered, adopted that principle and took those steps and this com- 
see is one of the two committees that established for itself that 
control. 
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We have said in this memorandum that this can be done either 
administratively or through the procedures prescribed as you—— 

Senator Symineron. The $5 million was for all other projects in 
lease-purchase. Would you want to make this part of that amount or 
would you make a special amount for this? 

Mr. Pearson. The $5 million limitation on the GSA part of the 
Lease-Purchase Act of 1954, we suggest by this amendment be ex- 
tended to include an additional $5 million limit applicable to July 1, 
1956. 

Senator Symrneron. So, then, now we get the thought of the 
Bureau of the Budget with respect to point 1 in your proposed 
statement on S. 1290, May 16, 1955, is that $5 million be the total 
amount of money that can be spent in a period. What is that period? 

Mr. Pearson. July 1, 1956. 

Senator Symineton. To when? 

Mr. Pearson. Well, from whenever it starts until July 1, 1956. 

Senator Symineton. And it can be the total amount of money 
that can be committed? 

Mr. Pearson. It will be total rentable obligation which can be 
committed during that period of time. 

Senator Symineron. Now, rentable obligation on what basis? 
None of the buildings are built. Explain that. It is not quite like 
building a normal building. 

Mr. Pearson. This is reading from Public Law 519, 83d Congress, 
section 411 (a): 

Provided that prior to July 1, 1955, a limitation of not to exceed five million 
dollars is hereby established for such purpose. 

I perhaps should have read 

Senator Symincton. Do you want another $5 million in total 
starting at another date for this particular project? 

Mr. Pearson. Starting with the passage of this law and governing 
until July 1, 1956. 

Senator Symineron. All right, sir. 

Mr. Pearson. It seemed a reasonable suggestion. 

Senator Symineton. Now, will you read your second point? 

Mr. Pearson. An appropriate limitation should be placed upon 
allowable profits. 

Senator Symineton. What would you consider an appropriate 
limitation? 

Mr. Pearson. We have not tried to be specific at this point. 

Senator Symincton. Would you want the Congress to state what 
the appropriate profit should be? 

Mr. Pearson. We follow with this sentence: This might be done 
either administratively or through the specification of a maximum 
percentage in the statute. This would involve in either event con- 
tract redetermination and audit. 

Senator SymrneTron. But, is not the setting on a specific contract 
of the amount of profit an administrative function at the time the 
contract is made? 

Mr. Prarson. This might be done either administratively or 
through specific, if that were your preference. 

Senator Symrneton. Well, if you want us to consider the legislation, 
what do you think would be the right amount of profit? 
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Mr. Pearson. We are not now in a position to make a suggestion. 

Senator Symincron. How would you do it? 

Mr. Pearson. I think it is customary to figure it on the amount of 
the contract. 

Senator Symineton. The amount of the contract? 

Mr. Pearson. Right. 

Senator Symineron. A percentage of the contract? 

Mr. Pearson. I think that is the most customary course. 

Senator Symrneton. Do you think that you could find out for us 
what you think would be the right profit and write us a letter along 
those lines? 

Mr. Pearson. We will attempt to do so. 

Senator Symineton. And at that time, would you tell us about 
other contracts—I am not talking about the Vinson-Trammell Act— 
specific contracts where the Congress has limited the profit? 

Mr. Pearson. Yes, sir. 

Senator Symrineton. Do you know of any at this time? 

Mr. Prarson. At this time I do not. 

Senator Symineton. All right, will you go to your next point? 

Mr. Pearson. A similar limitation should be placed on the interest 
rate on the financing aspects of the contract. 

Senator Symineton. Have you any figures in mind on that? 

Mr. Pearson. In our application of the Lease-Purchase Act of 1954, 
we have set a maximum 4 percent. We have not yet gained experience 
enough to test the market to be sure that a lower figure than that might 
be suitable. 

Senator Symineton. Do you know of any other contracts where 
the figure in a particular contract has been set? 

Mr. Pearson. By statute? 

Senator Symrneton. Yes. 

Mr. Pearson. No. 

Senator Symrneton. Will you read your next point now? 

Mr. Pearson. The preparation of an explanatory statement of nego= 
tiations should be required and this statement should be made a matter 
of public record. 

Senator SymrneTon. Just what does that mean? 

Mr. Pearson. That a carefully maintained log of all steps in the 
negotiation be available to the Congress or the public in or having an 
interest in keeping informed of the development of this project. 

Senator Syminetron. Well, normally, a good buyer would do that 
anyway, would he not? 

Mr. Pearson. That is correct. 

Senator Symincton. Why does Congress have to instruct a good 
buyer to do it? 

Mr. Pearson. We have not suggested it here. 

Senator Symineton. This is no part of your suggestion? 

Mr. Pearson. We said: 


If the Congress decides that the circumstances warrant the use of negotiated 
contracts, it may desire certain definitive safeguards, among which might be 
considered * * *, 

Senator Symineton. Then, could you say this, that if the Congress 
decides that the buyer will not keep the adequate and proper records in 
the transaction the Congress should put into the legislation that the 
buyer should keep the right records. Is that it? 
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Mr. Pearson. That is your interpretation of what we have said 
here. 

Senator Syminecton. I am only asking you, Mr. Pearson, these are 
your suggestions for the legislation. 

I am pretty green about legislation, but I was in business for some 
29 years and I cannot imagine point No. 4 not being handled by any- 
body with practical judgment. Why do you have to put it in the 
legislation? 

Mr. Pearson. Let us assume that they do have that judgment. 

Senator Symineron. I certainly hope so. 

Mr. Pearson. And believe that, then that is not among the elements 
which you wish to consider. 

Senator Symineron. I have no apprehension about it. I was read- 
ing your memorandum, sir. That was my only point. Why is that 
not a normal function of an administrative purchase contract? 

Mr. Pearson. I believe it is. 

Senator NEUBERGER. May I ask a question? 

Senator Symineron. I wish you would, Senator. 

Senator NeurerGer. | lack experience in legislation and I do not 
have Senator Symington’s experience in business. The thing I am 
worried about is this, a normal thing in legislation, this No. 4? Is this 
ordinarily required or is it not a normal thing that it would be so 
required in the act itself? 

Mr. Pearson. Well, I think it is not a normal thing, that if it has 
any justification at all, such justification may exist in the wide-spread 
interest in this project itself and perhaps in an overextended caution. 

Senator Symineron. Mr. Pearson, how long have you been with 
the Bureau of the Budget? 

Mr. Pearson. May 1 of last year. 

Senator Symineton. What was your previous experience? 

Mr. Pearson. I have spent my entire business career in the mail 
order and chain store business. The last several years of it as vice 
president and treasurer of Montgomery Ward «& Co. in Chicago, | 

Senator Symineron. That is a fine company. 

Would you read the last paragraph. 

Mr. Pearson. In addition to these safeguards against abuse, it 
should be made evident either in the statute itself or in the legislative 
history that the object of negotiation is to obtain optimum develop- 
ment in accord with the redevelopment plan without undue cost to 
the Government. 

Senator Symington. Will you explain that to us? 

Mr. Pearson. Perhaps a gratuitous, closing observation that we all 
have a common interest in obtaining as many benefits as can be ob- 
tained with the least cost possible in the development of this area. 

Senator Symineton. Well, do you have any reason, based on your 
knowledge of the executive branch, to feel that the Congress has to 
worry about the type and character of a contract that will be written 
by the General Services Administration or whomever the President 
delegates? 

Mr. Pearson. I have none at all, so long as either the statutes 
under which they work or the legislative history of those things con- 
tain sufficiently broad policy guidance toward an ultimate objective. 

Senator Symineron. Do you believe that if the Congress writes 
permissive legislation with respect to allowing the executive branch of 
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the United States Government today to make a decision as to whether 
it will negotiate a contract or whether it will have competitive bidding, 
do you think that the executive branch is capable of drawing up, 
negotiating and signing a contract which would be to the best interests 
of the people of Washington and the Government? 

Mr. Pearson. I do. 

Senator Symineton. Then, would you not say that most of these 
points are relatively unimportant from the standpoint of the basic 
legislation in question? 

Mr. Pearson. I believe that these are points which would be con- 
‘ sidered administratively if not by legislation. 

Senator Symineton. But, the implication is that they should be 
considered administratively if a decent contract in the interest of the 
people is going to be written. Is that not correct? 

Mr. Pearson. That is correct. 

Senator Symrneron. And with that premise and in as much as you 
have expressed your confidence that this Administration can write 
that type and character of contract, it really is not necessary to put it 
in the legislation. Is that not a fair statement? 

Mr. Pearson. This list is submitted for your consideration to that 
end without recommendation from the Bureau of the Budget. 

Senator Symineron. Can you put it this way, because | just want 
the record to be clear about the committee’s action in this matter. 
You will agree, will you not, that any fair, decent, and proper contract 
incident to this situation would embrace the points that you have 
raised? 

Mr. Pearson. At least all of these things. 

Senator Symrvetron. And that being true, even if we do not put it 
into legislation, you would do it anyway if you drew the right contract? 

Mr. Pearson. I believe so. 

Senator Symineron. Inasmuch as we could save a little paper for 
the taxpayer it is not necessary to put it in the legislation, is it? 

Mr. Pearson. No, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Thank you very much. 

Senator Neuberger, would you like to ask Mr. Pearson any ques- 
tions? 

Senator NEUBERGER. No. It just seemed to me, Mr. Chairman, 
along the line of your questioning, that this legislation ought to be just 
the normal sort of legislation that would authorize this kind of negotia- 
tion and nothing beyond that. 

That would seem to be my point. 

Senator Symincron. My point about it is this: The Congress can 
only legislate, it cannot make this contract or these contracts. Regard- 
less of what the Congress put in the legislation the wrong contract could 
be drawn up, and therefore, if we permit you to draw either negotiated 
contracts or competitive contracts, whichever you think is the better 
in the Government’s interest, the rest of the responsibility should be 
yours, do you not think so? 

Mr. Pearson. There is no inclination at all with any area in which 
I have any familiarity to withdraw from that responsibility. 

Senator Syminctron. And you would want to assume that respon- 
sibility? 

Mr. Pearson. That is correct. 
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Senator Symineron. If there is any informal assistance desired, we 
would be very glad to help you. But, from the formal standpoint 
and the divisions of powers in our Government, if you have permissive 
right to negotiate with one or the other type of contracts, then it is 
up to you to negotiate the right kind of contract—or up to the General 
Services Administration. 

Mr. Pearson. That is right. 

Senator Symincton. Thank you. 

Senator Case, have you any questions you would like to ask? 

Senator Casre. Well, Mr. Chairman, | have not had the benefit of 
all of the discussion that has been going on here since you have had ~° 
the meeting underway, but I see nothing wrong with placing a limita- 
tion upon the rate of interest that could enter into the contract; or 
nothing wrong with having some limitation upon the costs that some 
Government agency would have to allow for in its budget for space. 

I am wondering if it would be practical to provide that any proposed 
contract should be placed on file and not be effective until 60 days after 
its terms had been made public. 

Senator Symincton. Have you seen this letter with this point that 
they feel it is unconstitutional? 

Senator Case. Mr. Pearson, would you have any objection to 
making the terms of the contract public or placing it on file and not 
having it effective until 60 days thereafter, so that it could be con- 
sidered by the District Commissioners or by whatever agency would 
be obligated to pay for the space provided for them? 

Mr. Pearson. I believe we have consistently endorsed, at the 
Bureau of the Budget, any recommendation that a waiting period of 
observation apply in the preparation of contracts. That is for fiscal 
controls, that being our business, and this comment, then, has no 
reference to the delay involved which is a different consideration 
entirely. : 

Senator Symineton. Will the Senator yield to me for just a minute? 

Senator Case. Yes. 

Senator Symineton. You would have no objection, in fact you would 
like to have everything operate in a gold-fish bow] in this contract? 

Mr. Pearson. That is the objective clearly set here. 

Senator Case. Mr. Chairman, this observation in the letter of the 
Bureau of the Budget dated May 6, relative to the unconstitutionality 
of requiring approval of committees under purchase contracts is an 
old argument; we went through with that in connection with lease- 
purchase bill and at that time we made it perfectly clear that it was 
not proposed under the language which we finally used to approve 
contracts but to approve projects. The contractor and his contract 
was a matter for the negotiation of the executive agency, but we held 
that it certainly was within the power of the Congress to turn down 
the project just the same as if we could refuse to grant an authoriza- 
tion; as Congress could either approve or withhold authorization for a 
project in toto it certainly could withhold approval for a part of a 
project or a part of a general authorization. 

I do not want to get into the business of passing on contracts here 
in a legislative committee. 

Senator SymineTon. I think your point is very well taken, Senator, 
if I may say so, because at one point they feel that our approval of 
what they do is undesirable because it is unconstitutional, and later 
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on, at least in the last paragraph of the letter, they would seem to ask 
that we delineate in considerable detail at least the policies incident 
to the contract. 

Then, in the supplemental memorandum which was written 10 days 
later, they ask that we approve in considerable detail the contract 
which normally would be considered an administrative function. 

Now, my only point is that if this Congress and this Committee, 
chaired by our very experienced and able colleague, Senator Chavez, 
permit these people to, in effect, drive any contract that they think 
is to the best interest of the Government I would think that that would 
be the type and character of permissive contract that they would 
want. Now that so much attention has been paid to it by the press 
and the radio, and so forth, I would think great care would be taken 
in the executive branch to draw up a contract, or approve a contract 
in any case, which only had the best interest of the public at heart and 
in mind. 

Senator Case. The amendment which Senator Byrd primarily 
sponsored to the lease-purchase bill called for setting forth certain 
things in the prospectus of the project, very similar to some of these 
suggestions of the Bureau of the Budget here. 

For instance, the interest rate, the limitation on profit—I think 
both of those are incorporated in the Lease-Purchase Act under the 
Byrd amendment. 

Senator Symincron. I would say that if the executive branch felt 
that they were not sure that the terms of the contract which they 
planned were in the best interest of the Government, if they would 
like to submit the contract with a covering letter from the proper 
authority in the Government asking us to review it as to whether it 
was ethical or intelligent and in the best interest of the Government, 
why, I should think we would be in a position where we would be glad 
to do it. But, ail through these hearings has run the feeling on the 
part of some people that they would like to saddle this committee, 
which is a legislative committee, with an executive responsibility, 
and I do not think that is fair or proper. 

One of the witnesses this afternoon in the interest of some of the 
current officeholders and apartmentholders read into the record an 
editorial from the Washington Post which linked, he said, my name 
with Webb & Knight. 

Senator NeuBerGcerR. Knapp. 

Senator Symincron. And Knapp, excuse me. I pointed out to him 
that it also linked perhaps the closest arm to the President in the 
executive branch, at least outside of the White House staff, the 
Bureau of the Budget, to Webb & Knight. We all want to do what is 
right and assume our proper share of responsibility, but I do not see 
how this committee can draw up a contract with any contractor and 
do so as part of its legislative function. 

Senator Case. Ido not either. I think the only thing we can do is 
set standards or we can require that we can condition an authorization 
for a project. 

Mr. Pearson. May I intrude with one observation? 

Senator Symrneton. I would appreciate it if you would, Mr. 
Pearson. 

Mr. Pearson. If I understood you correctly, in starting your latest 
statement you said, or indicated, that the Bureau of the Budget had 
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asked that the Congress do these things. There are no questioning 
words, no implication, I think, by phrase or otherwise, this is a con- 
structive effort to set down a number of considerations which occurred 
to us as safeguards which you may want to do and if you do not, we 
will do it anyway. 

Senator SyMINGTON. I am very glad to have you say that because 
we heard that the Bureau of the Budget did not think that a nego- 
tiated contract would be the proper type of contract and later on 
changed its mind and we are very glad to be cleared up on that. If 
that is not true we are very glad to have vou tell us that. 

Mr. Pearson. The position of the Bureau of the Budget was made 
clear in the letter that was read earlier. 

Senator Syminecton. We are very glad that vou sent the letter. 

Have you any further remarks that vou would like to add to that? 

Mr. Pearson. No, sir; thank you. 

Senator Symineton. Is there anyone here who has not testified for 
or against this piece of legislation who would like to testify at this 
time? 

(There was no response. ) 

Senator Symineton. Thank you, Mr. Pearson. 

Mr. Pearson. Thank you. 

Senator Syminecton. We appreciate your coming. We will now go 
into executive session. 

(Thereupon, at 4:25 p. m., the committee went into executive 
session. ) 

(There follows the amendment suggested in executive session, which 
is included in this record: ) 

S. 1290 


A BILL To amend further the Public Building Act of 1949 to promote the redevelopment of the south- 
western portion of the District of Columbia 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of 
American in Congress assembled, That: 

Sec. 1. The Public Buildings Act of 1949, as amended, is further amended by 
redesignating section 412 as Section 413 and by inserting a new section 412 
reading as follows: 

“Src. 412. (a) In exercising the authority contained in section 411 within the 
southwestern portion of the District of Columbia, the Administrator of General 
Services shall conform to the plan for redevelopment of that area pursuant to 
the District of Columbia Redevelopment Act of 1945. Purchase contract agree- 
ments for this area shall be for terms of not less than ten years nor more than 
thirty years. 

““(b) The Administrator of General Services is authorized to transfer lands of 
the United States under his control needed by the District of Columbia Re- 
development Land Agency to said Agency within the southwestern portion of 
the District of Columbia, and in consideration therefor, to accept from said 
agency other lands and interests of equivalent value within the same area, 

‘“‘(e) Whenever the Administrator of General Services initially occupies a 
building in the southwestern portion of the District of Columbia pursuant to 
a purchase contract agreement, he shall thereupon cause to be demolished 
temporary Government building space in the District of Columbia of equivalent 
occupancy. 

““(d) In exercising the authority contained in section 411 within the south- 
western portion of the District of Columbia, the Administrator of General Services 
is hereby authorized, pursuant to section 302 (c) (14) of the Federal Property and 
Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended, to negotiate purchase contracts, 
in accordance with Title III of such Act. In negotiating such contracts, the 
Administrator shall take all practicable steps to insure competition among 
prospective contractors, 
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“(e) The limitation of three years set forth in the second sentence of section 
411 (e) shall be read as five years with respect to purchase contracts for projects 
within the southwestern portion of the District of Columbia. 

‘“(f) In transmitting the prospectus required by section 411 with respect to 
any proposed purchase contract for a project within the southwestern portion of 
the District of Columbia, which shall be published in the Federal Register for a 
period of ten consecutive days from date of submission to the respective Com- 
mittees, the Administrator shall not be required to include the certificate referred 
to in subdivision (3) of section 411 (e).” 


(Additional comments are as foilows:) 


EXeEcuTIvE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BupGeEr, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 6, 1956, 

My Dear Mr. CuarrMan: This will acknowledge your request of March 5, 
1955, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on 8. 1290, to provide for 
the construction of certain Government buildings in the District of Columbia. 

The Bureau of the Budget is in agreement with the general objectives of the 
bill. The construction of Government buildings in Southwest Washington as 
proposed by the bill would implement both the projected redevelopment of that 
area and long-term plans for the elimination of temporary Government office 
buildings. It is, of course, understood that the final determinations as to specific 
buildings and locations is dependent upon questions, as yet undecided, witn 
— to planning and dispersal considerations. 

he present measure is, however, unsatisfactory in at least two major respects: 

First, section 2 of the bill would require the approval of the Committees on 
Public Works for payments under purchase contracts and for the acquisition of 
land. This Office believes that this provision is unconstitutional for the reasons 
outlined in a memorandum from the Assistant Attorney General, J. Lee Rankin, 
to Senator Knowland in connection with a similar provision considered by the 
Congress while acting on H. R. 6342, the Public Buildings Purchase Act of 1954. 
(See Congressional Record of April 8, 1954, p. 4601.) 

Second, the price paid the Redevelopment Land Agency is set in the bill ‘‘at 
cost or then current market value, whichever is greater.’ This Bureau believes 
that the land should be priced at fair market value; this is consistent with both 
the provisions of the Public Buildings Purchase Contract Act of 1954 and the 
sales practices generally followed for redevelopment projects under title I of the 
Housing Act of 1949. 

The Bureau of the Budget also recommends the following amendments: (1) 
Clarify section (a) of the substitute bill to assure approval of plans by the National 
Capital Planning Commission, and (2) provide for the payment of taxes in 
accord with the provisions of existing lease-purchase laws rather than for payments 
in lieu of taxes. 

The committee has had under consideration the question of using negotiated 
rather than competitive-bid contracts in carrying out the purposes of the bill. 
It may be that the Congress would prefer, under the particular circumstances of 
this project, a negotiated contract in order to accelerate the carrying out of the 
improvement. If so, we suggest that such authorization be in adequate detail 
to make explicit the policies which the Congress believes should control negotia- 
tions on the related construction or other contracts. 


Subject to the foregoing amendments, the Bureau of the Budget recommends 
enactment of the bill. 


Sincerely yours, 
Harotp Pearson, Assistant Director. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 
Chairman, Committee in Public Works, 
United States Senate, Washington 25, D. C. 


Tue Commission or Fine Arts, 
Washington 25, D. C., March 21, 1956. 
Hon. Dennis CHAvEz, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
Washington 25, D. C. 
Dear Senator Cuavez: The Commission of Fine Arts considered S. 1290, a 


bill to provide for the construction of certain Government buildings in the District 
of Columbia, at a meeting on March 15, 1955. 
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The Commission has strongly advocated the removal of the temporary buildings 
which have for so long marred the beauty of the Mall. The members agreed, 
however, that approval of the legal and financial problems involved in aecomplish- 
ing the purposes of 8. 1290 is not within the jurisdiction of the Commission. 

It is assumed that, if enacted, the General Services Administration will consult 
with the Commission of Fine Arts on the design of all buildings in accordance with 
the provisions of Public Law 181, 8ist Congress, the act establishing the Com- 
mission of Fine Arts. It is recommended that the legislation be amended to 
include a provision requiring that the plans and design, including the site, for such . 
buildings be subject to the approval of the Commission of Fine Arts. 

The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

For the Commission of Fine Arts: 

Sincerely yours, 
Davin E. Finuey, Chairman, 


x 








